312Dbb  D27D   M03D  1 


2:4SP  DELAYED 


DELAYED 
DELAYED 


_  2:55P 
=  4:02P 


pact  Report 


Logan  Airside  lmpi;ovements 

/  Plannlng^Project 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2014 


https://archive.org/details/loganairsideinnpr04mass 


Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ 

Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 


EOEA  #10458 


Logan  Airside  Improvements 

Planning  Project 


Boston 
Logan 

International 
Airport 


masspori  Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
^1    Federal  Aviation  Administration 

March  2001 


Responses  to  Comments  Volume  4 


Printed  on  Recycled  Paper 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Table  of  Contents 


Volume  ES 

 ES 

Volume  1 

 1 

Volume  2 

 2 

Volume  3 

 3 

Volume  4 

 4 

Volume  5 

 5 

Volume  6 

 6 

Volume  7 

 7 

Volume  8 

 8 

Volume  9 

 9 

Volume  10 

 10 

Volume  11 

 11 

Table  of  Contents 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Table  of  Contents 


Certificate 

C  Secretary's  Certificate  4 

Federal 

1  US  Congressman  tvlicfiael  Capuano  4 

2  US  Congressman  Edward  J.  Markey  4 

3  US  Congressman  J.  Joseph  Moakley  4 

4  Department  of  Commerce,  Susan  B.  Fruchter  4 

5  US  Department  of  the  Interior,  Willie  R.  Taylor  4 

6  USEPA,  John  P.  DeVillars  4 

7  USDOT,  Bruce  Young  Candelaria  4 

State 

8  MA  Aeronautics  Commission,  Steve  f^/luench  4 

9  I^A  DEP  NE  Region,  John  Felix  4 

10  MA  DFW,  NHESP,  Hanni  Dinkeloo  4 

1 1  MA  State  Senator  Thomas  F.  Birmingham  4 

12  Cape  Cod  Legislative  Delegation,  Senator  Henri  S.  Rauschenbauch  4 

13  MA  State  Representative  Robert  A.  DeLeo  4 

14  MA  State  Representative  Paul  C.  Demakis  4 

15  MA  State  Representative  Christopher  G.  Fallon  4 

1 6  MA  State  Representative  Kevin  Fitzgerald  4 

1 7  MA  State  Representative  Patricia  Jehlen  4 

1 8  MA  State  Senator  Stephen  F.  Lynch  4 

19  MA  State  Representative  Liz  Malia  4 

20  MA  State  Senator  Michael  W.  Morrisey  4 

21  MA  State  Senator  Therese  Murray  4 

22  MA  State  Representative  Eugene  L  O'Flaherty  4 

23  MA  State  Representative  Anthony  Petruccelli  4 

24  MA  State  Senator  Henri  S.  Rauschenbach  4 

25  MA  State  Representative  Byron  Rushing  4 

26  MA  State  Representative  Joseph  C.  Sullivan  4 

27  MA  State  Representative  Timothy  J.  Toomey  4 

28  MA  State  Senator  Robert  E.  Travaglini  4 

29  MA  State  Senator  Eric  T.  Turkington  4 


Table  of  Contents 

Mawal*LD07644\Dccs\Reports\Massport  Review  Oafn  Table  ot  Contents  doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter 


Commentor  Volume 

Maine  DOT,  Ronald  L.  Roy,  Dir.,  Office  of  Passenger  Transportation  4 

VAOT,  Gregory  Maguire  4 

Barnstable  County  Commissioners,  Christine  Dolen,  Chairman  4 

Cape  Cod  Commission,  Herbert  Olsen,  Chairman  4 

CCC,  Transp.  Committee,  Kenneth  Brock,  Chair  4 

MAPC  David  C.  Soule,  Executive  Director  4 

Boston  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino  4 

Boston  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino  4 

Boston  City  Councillor,  Charles  Yancey  4 

Boston  City  Councillor,  Paul  J.  Scapicchio  4 

Barnstable  Municipal  Airport  Commission,  Katherine  Stronjy,  Chair  4 

Cambridge  City  Council,  D.  Margaret  Drury,  Clerk  4 

City  of  Cambridge,  Robert  W.  Healy,  City  Manager  4 

City  of  Chelsea,  Guy  A.  Santagate,  City  Manager  4 

City  of  Chelsea,  Preston  G.  Galarneau,  Jr,  City  Councillor  4 

City  of  Chelsea,  Chelsea  City  Council,  Marilyn  Portnoy  4 

City  of  Chelsea,  Chelsea  City  Council,  Rochelle  A.  Bennett  4 

City  of  Everett,  David  Ragucci  4 

Town  of  Hingham,  Office  of  Selectmen,  Michael  P.  Holden  4 

Town  of  Hull,  Philip  E.  Lemnios,  Town  Manager  4 

Town  of  Hull,  Planning  Board,  David  P.  Carlon,  Chairman  4 

Town  &  County  of  Nantucket,  Board  of  Selectman,  Arthur  L.  Desrocher  .4 

Town  of  Orleans,  Beverly  G.  Singleton,  Chairman  4 

Town  of  Provincetown,  Keith  A.  Bergman,  Town  Manager  4 

Town  of  Provincetown,  Municipal  Airport  Commission,  Leonard  Alberts..4 

City  of  Quincy,  City  Council,  Bruce  Ayers  5 

City  of  Revere,  Dept.  of  Planning  &  Comm.  Development,  Frank  Stringi.5 

City  of  Revere,  Revere  City  Council,  John  J.  Henry,  City  Clerk  5 

City  of  Somerville,  William  Roche,  Acting  Mayor  5 

City  of  Somerville,  Board  of  Alderman,  William  A.  White,  Jr  5 

City  of  Somerville,  City  Clerks  Office,  Arthur  B.  McCue,  City  Clerk  5 

Winthrop  Board  of  Selectman,  Robert  L.  Driscoll,  Jr  5 

Winthrop  Noise  Air  Pollution  &  Airport  Hazard  Comm.,  Jerome  Falbo  5 

Winthrop  Noise  Air  Pollution  &  Airport  Hazard  Comm.,  Jerome  Falbo  5 


30 
31 

Regional 

32 
33 
34 
35 

Communities 

36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 


Table  of  Contents 

MawatdLD\07644\Docs\Repofts\Masspon  Review  DfatT.  Table  ot  Conlenls  doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


Interest  Groups 

64  Aircraft  Owners  &  Pilots  Association,  Dennis  Roberts  5 

65  Airport  Impact  Relief,  inc.  (McGowan,  Engel,  etc.)  5 

66  Airport  Impact  Relief,  Inc.  (McGowan,  Engel,  etc.)  5 

67  Air  Transport  Assoc.  of  America,  Scott  Godfrey,  Dir.  Eastern  Region  5 

68  Air  Transport  Assoc.  of  America,  Scott  Godfrey,  Dir.  Eastern  Region  5 

69  Alliance  of  Boston  Neighborhoods  (Shirley  Kressel)  5 

70  American  Airlines,  Ed  Freni,  General  Manager  (Boston)  5 

71  Back  Bay  Photo  Imaging,  Ray  Molinaro  (Boston)  5 

72  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association,  Sandra  C.  Steele,  President  5 

73  Beachmont  Neighborhood  Association  (Debbie  McHatton)  5 

74  Bear,  Stearns  &  Co.  Inc.John  W.  Gillespie,  Managing  Director  5 

75  Gr.  Boston  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau, 

Patrick  B.  Moscaritolo,  Pres  &  CEO  5 

76  Boston  Harbor  Islands  Advisory  Council,  Philip  E.  Lemnios,  Member.  5 

77  British  Ainways,  Gail  Visentin,  Dir.  Passenger  &  Cargo  Operations  5 

78  Building  &  Construction  Trades  Council  Metropolitan  District, 

Joseph  W.  Nirgo,  Jr  5 

79  Cape  Air/Nantucket  Airlines,  Daniel  A.  Wolf,  President, 

Cape  Air,  Testimony  (Hyannis)  5 

80  Cape  Air/Nantucket  Airlines,  Alfred  Testa,  Jr.,  Airport  Director  5 

81  Cape  Cod  Chamber  of  Commerce,  John  O'Brien,  Chief  Exec.  Officer  5 

82  Cape  Cod  Economic  Development  Council,  Daniel  Dray,  Administrator.. 5 

83  Charlestown  Business  Association,  Carol  Bratley,  Chair  5 

84  Chelsea  Waterfront  Association,  Jeffrey  Buck,  President  5 

85  Community  Advisory  Committee,  Anastasia  Lyman,  Co-Chair  5 

86  Community  Advisory  Committee,  Anastasia  Lyman,  Co-Chair  5 

87  CAC  Technical  Consultant,  Arthur  Hartnet  5 

88  CAC  Roxbury  Rep.,  Dovi  Abbey  5 

89  CAC  Roslindale/HP  Rep.,  Alex  Geourntas  5 

90  CAC  Braintree  Rep.,  Sandra  Kunz  5 

91  CAC  Quincy  Rep.,  Bernice  Mader  5 

92  CAC  Cambridge  Rep.,  Kurt  H.  Walter  5 

93  CAC  Dorchester  Rep.,  Pamela  Smith  5 

94  CAC  Maiden  Rep.,  John  Mahoney  5 

95  CAC  Rep,  Hingham,  Richard  Goldhammer  5 

96  CAC  Melrose  Rep.,  Joseph  Gulino  6 

97  CAC  Revere  Rep.,  Deborah  A.  Santiano-McHatton  6 

98  Conservation  Law  Foundation,  Stephen  H.  Burrington,  Gen.  Counsel  6 

99  Louis  A.  Mandarini,  Jr.,  Union  Local  22  6 


100  Continental  Airlines  Inc.,  Glen  Morse,  Senior  Director,  Industry  Affiars....6 


Table  of  Contents 

MawaldJJ^07644\Docs.RepottsJblassporl  Review  Draff.  Table  of  Contents  doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 

1 01  Delta  Airlines,  John  Boatright,  Vice  President,  Properties  and  Facilities  ..6 

1 02  Delta  Airlines,  David  Bushy,  Vice  President,  Flight  Operations  6 

103  East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Association,  Debra  L  Cave,  President  6 

104  East  Boston  Eagle  Hill  Association,  Debra  L.  Cave,  President  6 

1 05  East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council,  Robert  F.  Strelitz  6 

1 06  ELLIS  Neighborhood  Association,  Elizabeth  S.  Boveroux  6 

1 07  EMC  Corporation,  Richard  J  Egan,  Chairman  6 

1 08  Teamsters  Local  Union  379,  Paul  V.  Walsh  6 

109  Fidelity  Investments,  David  Weinstein,  Chief  of  Admin.  &  Govt.  Affairs  ...6 

1 1 0  Fitcorp,  Gary  T.  Klencheski,  President  and  CEO  6 

1 1 1  The  Franklin  Park  Coalition,  Martha  Karchere,  President  6 

1 1 2  Friends  of  Belle  Island  Marsh,  Gail  Miller,  Chair,  Conservation  Committee  ....6 

1 1 3  Greater  Boston  Chamber,  Paul  Guzzi,  President  and  CEO  6 

114  Greater  Boston  Chamber,  Paul  Guzzi,  President  and  CEO  6 

115  Gr.  Gardner  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Michael  F  Ellis,  President  &  CEO. .6 

116  Fuld  &  Company,  Michael  A.  Sandman,  Senior  Vice  President  6 

1 1 7  Green  Works,  John  T.  O'Conner,  President  6 

118  Thomas  A  Kershaw,  Hampshire  House  6 

119  Intn'l  Union  of  Operating  EngineersWiiliam  P.  Ryan,  Business  Manager. 6 

120  Iron  Workers  District  Council  of  New  England,  Joseph  M.  Quilty,  Pres... .6 

121  Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association,  Karen  M.  Maddalena,  Chair.  ...6 

122  Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association,  Karen  M.  Maddalena,  Chair.  ...6 

123  Michael  J.  Haroz,  attorney  for  LaSalle  Hotel  Oper.  Partnership,  LP  6 

124  Logan  Airlines  Management  Council,  Charles  Ferrara,  President  6 

1 25  Logan  Airlines  Management  Council,  Cargo  Subcommittee,  Co-Chairs  ..6 

1 26  Manchester  Airport,  Alfred  Testa,  Jr.,  Airport  Director  6 

127  MA  Audubon  Society,  E.  Heidi  Roddis,  Environmental  Policy  Specialist.. 6 

128  MA  Business  Roundtable,  Nader  F.  Darehshori,  Chairman  6 

129  MA  Sierra  Club,  John  F.  Deacon,  Chair,  Greater  Boston  Group  6 

1 30  Mass  Insight,  State  of  the  State  Executive  Summary  6 

131  MASSPIRG,  Rob  Sargent,  Legislative  Director  6 

132  MJ  Research,  Inc.,  John  Finney,  President  6 

133  Nantucket  Island  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Maia  Gaillard,  Exec.  Director. 6 

134  Nantucket  Planning  &  Economic  Dev.  Comm.,  Alvin  S.  Topham  6 

1 35  Natl.  Assoc.  of  Industrial  and  Office  Properties, 

David  I.  Begelfer,  Exec.  Director  6 

1 36  National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers, 

Ross  B.  Capon,  Executive  Director  6 

1 37  Natl.  Association  of  State  Aviation  ERS  Officials,  William  E.  Gehman,  Chair.  6 

1 38  Natl.  Association  of  State  Aviation  ERS  Officials,  William  E.  Gehman,  Chair.  6 

139  Neighborhood  Assoc.  of  the  Back  Bay,  Inc.,  Peter  Y.  Flynn,  V.  Chair  6 


Table  of  Contents 

Ma*alcftLD\07644\Docs\Repofls\Massport  Review  Dratt\  Table  ol  Conlents  doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 

140  New  England  Council,  James  T.  Brett,  President  and  CEO  6 

141  New  England's  Economy  Depends  on  Logan,  Frank  Gibson  /  testimony.6 

142  New  England  Guatemalan  Alliance,  Ignacio  W.  Ochoa,  President  6 

143  Noise  Pollution  Clearing  House  6 

144  Nuestra,  CDC,  John  Mahoney  6 

145  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association,  Cynthia  J.  Steil,  President  6 

146  PRI  Automation,  Wendy  Peters,  Travel  Manager  6 

147  Provincetown  Business  Guild,  Gary  Reinhart,  President  6 

148  Provincetown  AIDS  Support  Group,  Gary  Reinhart,  President  6 

149  Save  our  Heritage,  do  ADS  Ventures,  Inc.,  Chet  Atkins  6 

150  The  Seaport  Alliance  (SAND),  Steve  Hollinger  6 

151  Sherburne,  Powers,  Holland  &  Knight  Law  Offices,  Kenneth  P.  Brier  6 

152  Slade  Gorton  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Wally  Stevens,  President  6 

153  The  South  Boston  Environmental  Health  Watch  6 

154  Squantum  Community  Association,  Frank  Buckley,  President  6 

155  Swissotel,  Boston,  David  Gibbons,  General  fvlanager  6 

156  Tufts  Associates,  Charles  K  Tufts,  CLU,  ChFC  6 

157  US  Airways,  Robert  A  Hazel,  Vice  President,  Properties  and  Facilities  ...6 

158  Winthrop  Chamber  of  Commerce  6 

Private  Citizens 

Boston 

159  Duane  Andrews,  RN  7 

160  John  Archibald  7 

161  David  A.  Banta  &  Caroline  E.  Coggeshall  7 

162  David  Bartol  7 

163  Claudia  Brede  7 

164  Jon  Burk  7 

165  Barry  B.  Corden  7 

166  Michael  Dukakis,  Northeastern  University,  Dept.  Of  Political  Science  7 

167  irv  Englander  7 

168  Brian  Gallagher  7 

169  South  End  Resident  -  Nina  Garfinkle  7 

170  S.  KayGibbs  7 

171  Sterling  Giles  7 

172  Robert  and  Kathleen  Hathaway  7 

173  Ann  Hershfang  7 

174  Ann  Hershfang  7 

175  Christine  A.  O'Toole  7 


Table  of  Contents 

Mawal(*JJX)7644JDccs\RepoiWMas5pof1  Review  Dram  Table  ol  ContenlS-doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 

176  Darryl  Pomicter  7 

177  Beverly  Sky  7 

178  John  Stewart  7 

179  Vincent  R.  Tino  7 

180  Mark  C.  Warren,  Esq  7 

181  Barbara  A.  White  7 

182  Robert  Wynne  7 

183  Edwina  Yezierski  7 

184  Edwina  Yezierski  7 

185  V.Ferne  7 

186  Marine  Cotton  7 

186  John  P.  Kilroy,  Jr  7 

186  John  O'Connor  7 

186  Melissa  Sciter  7 

Brookline 

187  Mona  Thaler  7 

Cambridge 

1 88  Debra  Biba  and  Rob  Everts  7 

189  Brian  Culver  7 

190  John  G.  McKernan  7 

191  Ann  Rodney  7 

192  Fred  Salvucci,  MIT,  Department  of  Civil  Environmental  Engineering  7 

1 93  Fred  Salvucci,  MIT,  Department  of  Civil  Environmental  Engineering  7 

194  Margaret  Webster  7 

Charlestown 

1 95  Arthur  Krolman,  CFA,  President,  Krolman  Corporation  7 

Chelsea 

196  Elizabeth  A.  Aberg  7 

197  Peter  Alachi  7 

198  Monika  M.  Corneille  7 

199  Monika  M.  Corneille  7 

200  Louis  P.  DiSano  7 

201  Charlie  Ferguson,  Soldiers'  Home  7 

202  Charlie  Ferguson,  Soldiers'  Home  7 

203  Patricia  Grasso  7 


Table  of  Contents 

MawalctJ.B07644\Docs\Repo<lSvMass(joi1  Review  Dram  Table ol  Conlenls.doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


204  Joseph  S.  Kowalcczyk  7 

205  Joseph  S.  Kowalcczyk  7 

206  Lungren  Management  Group,  Inc  7 

207  Elaine  McGrath  7 

208  Robert  D.  Morgese  7 

209  "Moses"  7 

210  "Moses"  7 

211  Mary  Jane  Quinn  7 

212  Mary  Jane  Quinn  7 

213  Mary  Quinn  7 

Cohasset 

214  Martha  Gjestby  7 

Dorchester 

215  Michael  P.  County  7 

216  Barbara  McDonough  7 

217  Karen  L.  Rucker  7 

East  Boston 

21 8  Carolyn  and  Brent  Banulis  7 

219  Mary  C.  Berninger  7 

220  Christopher  Blackler  7 

221  Catherine  Brayden  7 

222  Charles  I.  Cann,  III  7 

223  Mrs  Camnela  D'Amore  7 

224  Miss  Edith  G.  DeAngelis  7 

225  Robert  A.  DeMayo  7 

226  Mary  Dreitlein  7 

227  Mary  Dreitlein  7 

228  Charles  &  Ann  Dulcetta  7 

229  Robert  Fleming  7 

230  Ethan  D.  Hoag  7 

231  M  Blossom  Hoag  7 

232  Roberta  T.  Horn  7 

233  Susan  M.Hom  8 

234  Craig  and  Linda  Jolliffe  8 

235  Dr.  and  Mrs.  Gilbert  R.  Lavoie  8 

236  Richard  C.  Lynds,  Esq  8 


Table  of  Contents 

MawalcJlDi)7644\Docs'Reporls^assport  Revtew  Oraft\  Ta&te  ol  Contenls-doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


237  William  J.  Manning  8 

238  William  Manning  8 

239  Regina  M.  Marchi  8 

240  Regina  M.  Marchi  8 

241  Elizabeth  Mazzarini  8 

242  JimMcBride  8 

243  Francis  McHugh  8 

244  Christopher  J.  Morton  8 

245  Jean  Riesman  8 

246  Richard  Salini  8 

247  Mark  W.  Stettler  &  Cathryn  C.  Stettler  8 

248  Mark  W.  Stettler  8 

249  Charlene  Stevens  8 

250  Lauh  Webster  8 

251  Mary  Ellen  Welch  8 

Everett 

252  Olympia  Mastrocola  8 

Hingham 

253  Dr.  and  Mrs.  Robert  F.  Belknap  8 

254  Robert  F.  Belknap  MD  8 

255  Charles  &  Susan  Berry  8 

256  James  B.  Conroy  8 

257  Lynn  Conroy  8 

258  Edward  H.  D'Alelio  8 

259  Albert  J.  Engelhart  8 

260  Robert  R.  Green  8 

261  Harold  &  Lorraine  Lincoln  8 

262  Adrienne  F.  Richardson  8 

263  John  E.  Richardson  8 

264  Elliott  Schiffman  8 

265  Stephen  K.  Thress  8 

266  Bradford  S.  Tripp  and  Jane  L.  Tripp  8 

267  Catherine  Goldhammer  8 

267  Alice  Granahan  8 

267  Mary  Furlong  8 

267  Mike  Furlong  8 

267  Bridget  Marganelli  8 

267  John  Tardif  8 


Table  of  Contents 

Mawalrfl[X07644\DocsfleportsVMassport  Review  Draff>  Table  of  ConIents.doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


267  William  Falcetano  8 

268  James  T.  Norris  8 

268  Doris  M.Hogan  8 

Hull 

268  Kathleen  Fitzgerald  8 

269  Nancy  Brayton  8 

270  Madeleine  Carlson  8 

271  CorinneCase  8 

272  Lory  Newmyer  &  Steve  Cooper  8 

273  Pauline  DePari  8 

274  David  Foss  8 

275  Frank  and  Eileen  Furey  8 

276  Diana  Goode  8 

277  Mark  P.  Ingaciola  8 

278  Marjorie  Rilleau  Kallman  8 

279  Stephen  Lathrop  8 

280  Daniel  and  Jacqueline  Llewellyn  8 

281  Dr.  Jo  Loughnane  8 

282  Jeannette  MacDonald  8 

283  James  McCaffery  8 

284  Kimberly  iris  Mills  8 

285  William  M.  Reid  8 

286  Robert  Ridolfi  8 

287  JD  Russell  8 

288  Ann  M.Rogers  8 

289  Lisa  J.  Scannell  8 

290  Franklyn  &  Barbara  Schafer  8 

291  SeanShanahan  8 

292  Gerard  J.  Sperry,  Sperry  Group  8 

293  E.  Vincent  Sullivan  8 

294  Geraldine  M.  Townsend  8 

295  William  E.  Townsend  8 

296  William  A.  Weiser  8 

297  Robert  Carney  &  Wanda  Willard  8 

298  Anonymous  8 


Table  of  Contents 

MawalrfLI>07644\Docs\Repor1s\Massporl  Review  DfaJn  Table  ol  Contenis  doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


Hyannis 

299  Robert  and  Katherlne  Strojny  8 

Jamaica  Plain 

300  Cheryl  Balukonis  8 

301  Daniel  L  Barnett  8 

302  Sarah  Buchmann  8 

303  Constance  R.  Cecil  8 

304  Peter  Clarke  8 

305  Nancy  Doherty  8 

306  JackDolan  8 

307  Marty  Epp  8 

308  Marty  (Martha)  Epp  &  Judy  K.  Mencher  8 

309  Donald  H.  Eunson  8 

310  Magdalena  Fernandez  8 

311  Gerard  M.  Finch  8 

312  Jacqueline  Gambarini  8 

313  Thomas  Harrigan  8 

314  Eleanor  Horner  8 

315  Arthur  L.  Johnson  8 

316  Barbara  Kaplan  8 

317  Barbara  Kaplan  8 

318  Barbara  Kaplan  8 

319  LisaLederer  8 

320  Mike  Lew  8 

321  Sal  Lopes  8 

322  Myra  N.  Love  8 

323  Will  Lyman  8 

324  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Joseph  M.  Nucci  8 

325  Martha  Merson  8 

326  Laura  Orlando  8 

327  Emily  Peckham  8 

328  Anne  Rogers  8 

329  James  P.  Sliker  8 

330  Lynn  Thornton  8 

331  Danielle  Toth  8 

332  Danielle  Toth  8 

333  David  Weinstein  8 

334  David  Weinstein  8 

335  Jacques  Weissgerber  8 


Table  of  Contents 

Mawa)ALD\07644\Docs\Repofls\Masspoi1  Review  Dram  TaOie  ol  Contents.doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


Newton 

336  T.  Brown  8 

Medford 

337  Richard  Jordan  8 

338  Jill  Richard  8 

Quincy 

339  Maryann  P.  Mahony  8 

340  Marie  and  James  Stamos  8 

Revere 

341  Ivan  and  Nancy  Blecher  8 

342  Lynn  Mazzaullo  8 

Roslindale 

343  Matthew  S.  Baronas  8 

344  Natalie  Diffloth  8 

345  Sal  Lopes  8 

346  Stephanie  Moura  &  Kate  Keeler  8 

347  Mary  A.  Moynihan  8 

348  Shery!  L.  White  8 

349  Alan  Wright  8 

Roxbury 

350  Todd  L.  Payton  8 

Somerville 

351  Ellen  G.  Band  9 

352  Dick  Bauer  9 

353  Ramon  Bueno  &  Debra  Weisberg  9 

354  Jack  Christin,  Jr  9 

355  Derek  C.  Dyer  9 

356  Anthony  W.  Espy  9 

357  Tilghman  Evans  9 

358  William  Falcetano  9 

359  William  Falcetano  9 

360  Irving  Fischman,  Ph.D  9 

361  Al  Fisher  9 


Table  of  Contents 


MawakilL[M7644\Docsflepons,Masspon  Rewew  Orair  Table  ol  Cailents.doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


362  TadFlynn  9 

363  Angela  Healy  9 

364  Suzan  Kelly  9 

365  Carol  Kiley  9 

366  MoLotman  9 

367  Alice  Atwood  Mahoney  9 

368  Panamai  Manadee  9 

369  Beth  Manaster  9 

370  Michael  Mercandante  9 

371  Elizabeth  &  Brian  Merrick  9 

372  M.  Grazia  Marzot  9 

373  Cecil  L  Nickerson  9 

374  Lynn  Palmer  9 

375  Lawrence  Paolella  9 

376  Carol  Rego  9 

377  Margaret  Sanfilippo  9 

378  Jane  Sauer  9 

379  Amanda  Sawires  9 

380  Marguerite  Scott  9 

381  Jerry  Shine  9 

382  Deirdre  Smith  9 

383  Allison  Stieber  9 

384  Susan  Strauss  &  June  Owen  9 

385  Daniel  Toner  9 

386  Caria  Wilbur  9 

387  Lawrence  A.  Yager  9 

West  Roxbury 

388  Joanne  McGrath  9 

389  Andrea  Taaffe  9 

Weymouth 

390  Ronald  A.  Fama  9 

Winchester 

391  Michele  LaMura  9 


Table  of  Contents 

Mawa!{W.[>07G44\Docs\Ret»rts\Masspofl  Review  Drair.  Table  ol  Conlents  doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


Winthrop 

392  Barbara  Bishop  9 

393  Nancy  J  Crombie  9 

394  Gregory  DePatto  9 

395  Richard  D.  Gill  9 

396  Edward  Lowney  9 

397  Eleanora  Olivolo  9 

398  Anita  L  Martin  9 

399  Thomas  J.  McCarthy,  McCarthy,  Allegretto  &  McCarthy  Attors.at  Law  ....9 

400  Thomas  A.  McNiff,  Jr  9 

401  Helen  Murray  9 

402  Alicia  A.  Stoddard  9 

403  Ron  Wayland  9 

404  Judith  and  John  Silck  9 

404  Carmen  S  Domenico  9 

404  John  and  Barbara  Domenico  9 

Miscellaneous 

405  Sharon  Fisher  to  MEPA  9 

406  Heather  Hughes  9 

407  Kimberly  -  Unknown  Resident  9 

408  Unknown  Hull  Resident  to  MEPA  9 

409  Unknown  Commentor  9 

410  Unknown  Resident  9 

411  Ellen  Winkler  9 

411  Brock  Philips  9 

411  David  Prusky  9 

411  L.  Gertrude  Honan  9 

411  Barbara  Bishop,  9 

411  George  McLaughlin  9 

411  Rebecca  Swope  9 

411  Henry  Carson  9 

412  Jeff  Miller,  Boston  Marriot  Long  Wharf  9 

412  Bill  Skoglund,  General  Manager,  Boston  Marriot  Newton  9 

412  Paul  v.  Puzzanghero,  General  Manager,  Peabody  Marriot  9 

412  Terry  Wordon,  General  Manager,  and  Boston  Marriot  Copley  Place  9 

412  Bill  Munck,  General  Manager  9 


Table  of  Contents 

MawaJdl[>07644\Docs^ReportsVUasspoft  Review  Drafr,  Table  ol  Ctrlents  doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


Transcripts  1 

State 

T1.03.1  MA  Aeronautics  Commission,  Steve  Muench  10 

T1 .01 . 1  MA  State  Representative  Bruce  Ayers  10 

T 1 .23. 1  MA  State  Representative  Liz  Malla  10 

Communities 

T1.05.1  City  of  Boston  Environmental  Services,  Andrea  D'Amato  10 

T1.07.1  Town  of  Hull,  Philip  E.  Lemnios,  Town  Manager  10 

Tl.06.1  City  of  Somerville,  Thomas  Fontacella  10 

T1.02.1  Winthrop  Board  of  Selectman,  Robert  L.  Driscoll,  Jr  10 

Interest  Groups 

T1 .09. 1  Aero  Club  of  New  England,  David  W.  Graham  10 

Tl.19.1  Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association,  Raoul  Murrow  10 

T1 .29. 1  Airport  Impact  Relief,  Inc. ,  Peter  Koff  10 

T1.36.1  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association,  Darryl  Pomicter  10 

T1.08.1  CAC  Quincy  Rep.,  Bemice  Mader  10 

T1.37.1  CAC  Melrose  Rep.,  Joseph  Gulino  10 

T1.39.1  CAC  Quincy  Rep.  Bill  Galvin  10 

T1 .40. 1  CAC  Roxbury  Rep. ,  Dovi  Abbey  10 

T1 .24. 1  Cape  Air/Nantucket  Airlines,  Daniel  A.  Wolf,  President,  Cape  Air  10 

Tl.30.1  Cape  Air/Nantucket  Airlines,  Charles  Carrera  10 

T1.04.1  Gr.  Boston  Chamber,  Paul  Guzzi,  President  &  Chief  Executive  Officer  .10 

T1.21.1  Thomas  A  Kershaw,  Hampshire  House  10 

Tl.31.1  Logan  Airlines  Management  Council,  Enrique  Miranda  10 

Tl.11.1  Massachusetts  Business  Round  Table,  Christopher  Good  10 

T1 .13.1  Massachusetts  High  Technology  Council,  Christopher  Anderson  10 

T1.26.1  New  England's  Economy  Depends  on  Logan,  Frank  Gibson  10 

T1.17.1  South  Shore  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Kevin  Cohen  10 

Private  Citizens  (alphabetical  by  last  name) 

T1.12.1  Christopher  Blackler  10 

T1.28.1  Candace  Collins  Boden  10 

T1.38.1  Roland  Choquet  10 

T1.35.1  Albert  J.  Engelhart  10 

T1.22.1  Phil  Falcetano  10 

T1 .34.1  Richard  Goldhammer  1 0 

T1.14.1  Arthur  Hartnet  10 

T1.32.1  Arthur  Krolman  10 

T1.15.1  Arthur  D.  Little,  Albert  Sherman  10 


Table  of  Contents 

Mawa]*LD,076«\Doc5\Reoons\Massp<W  Review  Dram  Table  ol  Conlenls.Hoc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Flnal  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


T1.18.1  Elaine  McGrath  10 

T1.10.1  David  Osbom  10 

T1.41.1  ToddLPayton  10 

T1.20.1  MaryQuinn  10 

T1 .27.1  Christine  Silverstein  10 

T1.25.1  Allison  Stieber  10 

T1.16.1  RonWhalen  10 

T1.33.1  Alan  Wright  10 

Transcripts  2 

Federal 


T2.11.1  Gr.  Boston  Chamber,  Jim  Kloche,  Dir.  of  Economic  Development  

T2.27.1  Jeffries  Pt.  Neighborhood  Assoc.,  Karen  U.  Maddalena,  Chairperson.. 


Stale 

T2.01 .1  MA  Aeronautics  Commission,  Sherman  Saltmarsh  

Communities 

T2.09.1  City  of  Chelsea,  Juan  Vega,  City  Council  President  

12. 1 0. 1  City  of  Chelsea,  Chelsea  City  Council,  Rochelle  A.  Bennett 

T2.05.1  City  of  Chelsea,  Paul  Nowicki,  City  Councillor  

T2.02.1  City  of  Somerville,  Bob  Haas,  Mayor  

T2.07.1  Winthrop  Board  of  Selectman,  Jerry  Ogus,  Chair  

T2.16.1  Winthrop  Noise  Air  Pollution  &  Airport  Hazard  Committee, 

Bob  Driscoll,  Sr.,  Vice-  Chair  

T2.06.1  Winthrop  Airport  Hazards  Committee,  Jerome  E.  Falbo  

Interest  Groups 

T2.23.1  Air  Transport  Association  of  America,  Scott  Godfrey,  Dir  E. 

T2.19.1  American  Airlines,  Ed  Freni,  General  Manager  

T2.15.1  British  Airways,  Gail  Visentin,  Dir.  Passenger  &  Cargo  Ope 

T2.1 8.1  CARE,  Rick  Rodes,  President  

T2.28.1  CARE,  John  O'Connor  

T2.13.1  Continental  Airlines  Inc.,  Glen  Morse,  Sr.  Director,  Industry 

T2.22.1  Community  Advisory  Committee,  Ronald  Taylor  

T2.26.1  East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council,  Joe  Palenza,  Cha 

T2.11 .1  Gr.  Boston  Chamber,  Jim  Kloche,  Dir.  of  Economic  Develo] 

T2.27.1  Jeffries  Pt.  Neighborhood  Assoc.,  Karen  M.  Maddalena,  CI- 

T2.21 .1  United  Airlines,  Sean  Donohue,  City  Manager  

T2.17.1  US  Airways,  Robert  A  Hazel,  General  Manager  

Private  Citizens  (alphabetical  by  last  name) 

T2.38.1  Hugo  Ascolillo  


Table  of  Contents 

Mawal(JJJ>.07644VDocs\Repoils\Masspoi1  Review  Dram  Table  ol  Conlerls.doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  Commentor  Volume 


TO  1 

TO  10  1 

TO  RC\  1 

TO  AC.  i 

TO  /111 

A  r^fr\/\i^»/  III  U 

TO  on  1 

TO  1 

A  r4  d    t  /m 

TO  m  ni 

To  OO  1 

TO  C7  1 

TO  C.A  1 

TO  ^0  1 

TO  iin  1 

1  c.A\J.  1 

U/^Korf*^  LJ/~trn 

TO  >(C  1 

TO  C  1  1 

T 1   i  C  1 

TO  OQ  1 

Di/^lr^r/H  1^    1  i/r»/*ic 

TO  /IQ  1 

TO  'JQ  1 

T^i    m  IP  Pk  ^        "I!!  r+fri  I  / 

TO  Al  1 

TO  CQ  1 
1  ^.30.  1 

Vk\\\r\T 

TO  IP,  1 

trfi/^  K^rt/\rQ 

TO  0/1  1 

TO  na  1 

TO  17  1 

TO  /1 7  1 

TO  Ac;  1 

TO  £;R  1 

n  n        f  fi  limn 

TO  £;r>  1 
1  <i.DU.  1 

Crort  ^3il/^\r 

TO  c;q  1 

^r'^n  ^3il/^\f 

TO  /lO  1 

TO  OR  1 

Ui^nor/^  Wolmi 

TO  /ia  1 

D    rv\     1      C  rv^  itr\ 

T2.61.1 

Jim  Stamos  

T2.24.1 

Steve  Stoddard  

T2.44.1 

Bob  Strelitz  

T2.14.1 

John  Tardif  

T2.53.1 

Albert  Van  Buskirk  

T2.31.1 

Mary  Ellen  Welsh  

Table  of  Contents 

MawalcftLD\07&M\Doc^eports\Massport  Review  Draft\  TaDte  ol  Conlenls.doc 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Flnal  EIR 


Acronyms 


Airside  Project  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 

CAA  Clean  Air  Act 

dB  decibel 

DEP  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 

DOT  Department  of  Transportation 

Draft  EIS/EIR  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report 

EIR  Environmental  Impact  Report 

EIS  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

ENF  Environmental  Notification  Form 

EOEA  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

EPA  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

ESPR  Environmental  Status  and  Progress  Report 

FAA  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

FONSI  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 

GEIR  Generic  Environmental  Impact  Report 

ILS  Instrument  Landing  Systems 

INM  Integrated  Noise  Model 

Logan  Airport  Boston-Logan  International  Airport 

Massport  Massachusetts  Port  Authority 

MBTA  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

MEPA  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act 

MESA  Massachusetts  Endangered  Species  Act 

MassHighway  Massachusetts  Highway  Department 

MOU  Memorandum  of  Understanding 

NAAQS  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

NEPA  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

NO,  oxides  of  nitrogen 

NPDES  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

OPSNET  FAA  Air  Traffic  Operations  Network 

PM,„  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  size 

PPP  Peak  Period  Pricing 

PRAS  Preferential  Runway  Advisory  System 

ROD  Record  of  Decision 

SDEIS  Panel  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  Panel 

Supplemental  DEIS/  Supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ Final 

FEIR  Environmental  Impact  Report 

VFR  Visual  Flight  Rules 

VOC  volatile  organic  compounds 

29M  Low  Fleet  29  Million  annual  air  passenger  Low  Fleet 


37.5M  High  Fleet  37.5  Million  annual  air  passenger  High  Fleet 


Acronyms 

Mawal(fa£N)ffi99\Oa:»Flep«ls\SDeiS\Acronyms  doc 


Acronyms-1 


'w  mmmmmm  (^MmhMm 


argeopIlcelixci         certificate  of  the 

ro-flV3f?        SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

BGBQLRAQ 


Teli;617)/27« 
rax'i;6l7l;27-2754 


ic;;AW'/^:niagnet.s!3i&.fi:a.LS'eavir 


May  7,  1999 

CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

ON  THE 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


PROJECT  NAME 
PROJECT  MUNICIPALITY 
PROJECT  WATERSHED 
EOEA  NUMBER 
PROJECT  PROPONENT 


:  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 

:  Boston/ Winthrop 

:  Boston  Harbor 
: 10458 

:  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (Massport) 


DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR  :  February  23,  1999 

7^^,?f.''''^^,^2'-^^"f -'i^iromnental  Affairs  hereby  determines  that  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
UUr,m;  suDunuca  ou  mis  project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the  Massachusetts 
Env^ironmental  Policy  Act  (M.G.L.  c.  30,  ss.  61-62H)  and  with  its  implementing  regulations  (301 

MEPA  review  is  an  informal  process,  which  does  not  itself  result  in  any  formal  adjudicative  decision 
approving  or  disapproving  a  project.  Section  1 1.08(8)  of  the  MEPA  Regulations  requires  me  to  find  a 
th.  4tp         ^''^n  ^f'^^^ai".  aspects  of  the  project  require  additional  description  or  analysis,  so  long  as 
rnL^^lt  'l^^'l^'fy  responsive  to  the  requirements  of  Section  1 1.07  and  the  scope.  As  described  in 
Zn/t?.t  th^  this  Certificate,  after  examining  the  document  and  the  written  and  oral  comments,  I  have 
.?ri,  H     5  DEI  V^sents  enough  information  on  alternatives,  impacts,  and  mitigation  to  meet  that 

w^h  eve^..S^?t 'fth°      f'^'-^'^t  ^iSi        ™^  determination  does  not  mean  that  I  am  satisfied 
w  ith  every  aspect  of  the  analysis  in  the  DEIR.  The  Final  EIR  must  address  outstanding  issues,  including 
additional  mitigation  measures,  and  respond  to  the  substantive  comments  received.  '  ^ 


The  rederai  Aviaiion  AamimsLration  (hAA^)  is  reA'iewijvr  the  nroiect  as  a  Draft  Envfronrnental  Irr^Dact 
Statement  (DEIS)  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  This  certificate  applies  tb  the 
review  of  the  project  under  MEPA  only,  and  does  not  restrict  the  ability  of  the  federal  government  to  act 
on  those  aspects  of  the  project  subject  to  NEPA. 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


As  described  in  the  DEIR,  the  proponent's  preferred  alternative  includes  a  5,000  foot  unidirectional 
runway  (Runway  14/32);  a  9,300  foot  taxiway  between  Runways  4L/22R  and  4R/22L  (the  Centerfield 
Taxiway);  other  taxiway  improvements;  and  reduction  of  runway  approach  minima  The  DEIR  evaluates 
implementation  of  Peak  Period  Pricing,  but  does  not  include  this  measure  as  part  of  the  preferred 
alternative.  Each  of  the  alternatives  was  studied  for  its  impacts  at  different  projected  fijture  passeneer 
levels:  a  year  l999  estimate  of  29  million,  and  year  2010  estimates  of  37.5  and  45  million  Each  level 
was  studied  for  a  "high  fleet"  with  relatively  more  operations  and  a  "low  fleet"  with  fewer  operations. 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

The  proposed  project  (and  especially  Runway  14/32)  has  generated  an  enormous  amount  of  commentary 
and  controversy,  both  in  the  MEPA  review  of  the  project  and  in  a  much  broader  political  context  This 
review  has  brought  to  a  head  many  long  standing  concerns  about  the  management  of  growth  at  Logan 
Airport,  the  environmental  and  community  impacts  of  that  growth,  and  the  mitigation  of  those  impacts. 

Within  this  debate,  three  principal  issues  have  emerged  that  will  shape  the  preparation  and  review  of  the 
Unal  blK  tor  this  project.  The  first  is  Logan's  role  within  the  regional  transportation  network  Manv 
commenters  have  argiied  that  the  decision  on  the  DEIR  should  be  deferred  until  there  has  been  ftirther 
study  ot  the  possible  diversion  of  passenger  l^effic  to  othe.'-  facifitie?  --  nota'^'v  the  ro-.'^pcji 
Proviaence,  Mar.cnesier,  and  Vrorcesier,  a;;a  .'^mirax  s  i^evv mgn -speea  rail  i'lii-'  Tn        Yr.ri'-^as  a"' 
soiuuon  10  prooiems  01  congestion  ana  deiay  at  Logan.  Some  commenters  have  argued  that  the  only 
solution  to  Logan  s  delay  problem  is  the  creation  of  a  new  second  major  airport. 

Although  I  strongly  agree  on  the  importance  of  the  regional  transportation  network,  I  disagree  with  the 
contention  that  Massport's  treatment  of  this  subject  in  the  DEIR  has  been  insufficient.  The  scope  issued 
by  then-Secretary  Coxe  in  1 995  did  not  require  the  study  of  a  new  second  airport,  and  I  am  not 
reopening  that  issue  in  the  context  of  this  review.  The  DEIR  suggests  that  the  existing  airports  at 
?^°T?tS''\^^"''''"^^''  ^""^  Providence,  seen  together,  may  serve  as  Boston's  "second  airport "  In  the 
t-inal  blR,  Massport  must  study  the  planned  improvements  at  those  airports  in  greater  detail  to  show  the 
effects  upon  passenger  traffic  at  Logan.  The  DEIR  already  estimates  a  potential  diversion  of  7  3  million 
KTt  r,  f         '^^''^'^^^  alternatives  by  the  year  201 0,  suggesting  that  ftiture  passenger 

levels  at  Logan  are  likely  to  remain  at  or  below  the  lower  projected  level  of  37.5  million.  If  true  this 

rZlt^^  ^''^''^      [""P^"^'  projections,  and  it  could  support  Massport's 

contention  that  the  runway  will  have  long-term  benefits  in  reducir.a  H^lav.  P^f<.nti;i  ^om-itm-rts  or 
mitigations  relating  to  regional  transportation  include:  '       ^  ~  ^' 

•  improved  ground  access  to  Worcester  Airport; 

.  widening  Route  3  to  the  New  Hampshire  border,  to  improve  access  to  Manchester  Airport; 

•  unding  construction  of  a  rail  station  at  Providence  Airport;  and 

.  implementation  of  the  Urban  Ring  to  improve  transit  access  to  Logan. 

Delay  reductions  and  environmental  benefits  at  airports  can  arise  out  of  operational  changes  as  well  as 
physical  improvements.  Many  commenters  have  focused  on  Peak  Period  Pricing  (PPP)  at  a  viable 
alternative  to  the  runway  in  reducing  delays.  The  analysis  in  the  DEIR  suggests  that  PPP  has 
independent  value  in  reducing  delay,  which  increases  long-term  as  passenger  levels  increase  In  the 


FEIR,  I  am  rcHuiring  Ivlasspon  lo  enhance  iis  PPP  studv,  inciudine  a  tighiiy  crafted  exemption  Lhar  will 
protect  greatly  artected  communities  from  losing  cormections  to  the  national  air  network.* 


.  In  the  FEIR,  I  am  requiring  Massport  to  seek  FAA  approval  for  a  PPP  program  as  soon  as  it 
begins  to  yield  real  benefits. 

.  In  the  Generic  EIR  (see  below),  I  am  requiring  Massport  to  develop  a  system  of  market-based 
revenue-neutral  landing  fees  that  would  reward  cleaner  planes  with  lower  charges  on  the  principle 
that  "the  polluter  pays."  '  ^ 

The  third  major  theme  that  has  sounded  in  this  debate  is  the  cumulative  impacts  of  Logan  in  its  entirety 
In  previous  MEPA  filings,  Massport  has  made  the  commitment  "to  reduce  or  minimize,  wherever 
practical,  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  operation  of  Logan  Airport  as  annual  passenger  volumes  rise 
in  the  future."  The  comment  letters  and  the  testimony  at  the  public  hearings  have  demonstrated  the 
burden  of  noise,  air  pollution,  and  traffic  impacts  that  neighboring  communities  will  continue  to  bear  as 
air  traffic  increases  (whether  or  not  Runway  14/32  is  built).  I  believe  that  the  principle  of  "environmental 
justice,"  which  so  many  comments  have  raised,  is  largely  an  expression  of  this  concern. 

Massport  has  argued  that  the  impacts  of  the  airside  improvements  project  are  limited  because  it  does  not 
increase  the  capacity  of  the  airport,  or  stimulate  fiiture  demand.  I  do  not  ftilly  accept  that  contention  In 
the  FEIR,  I  am  specifying  a  series  of  enforceable  short-term  and  long-term  mitigation  measures,  all 
intended  to  make  the  neighboring  communities  quieter,  cleaner,  and  less  congested.  In  addition ' 
Massport  must  address  Logan's  cumulative  impacts  in  the  Generic  EIR  (GEIR),  a  separate  MEPA 
document  that  is  fiilly  revised  on  a  five-year  cycle,  with  annual  updates.  This  fall,  Massport  must  submit 
Its  latest  Annual  Update  and  a  proposed  scope  for  the  full  GEIR  revision,  to  be  submitted  next  summer  I 
am  requiring  Massport  to  treat  all  comments  received  on  the  DEIR  as  potentially  applicable  to  the  GEIR 
as  well.  In  the  FEIR  and/or  the  GEIR,  I  have  required  Massport  to: 

.  v,orK  -.vnii  the  KiBTa  to  improve  iraiisn.  8cces.s  lo  Logan  via  tiie  Blue  Line  and  the  Airpon 
Iniermodal  Transit  Connection  (AITC), 

.  work  with  the  Federal  Aviafion  Administration  (FAA)  to  limit  the  use  of  noisier  "hush-kitted" 
aircraft; 

.  set  numerical  targets  for  converting  ground  service  equipment  to  clean  fuels; 

•  Fdd^'' accountability  for  FAA  compliance  with  the  Preferential  Runway  Advisory  System 
(PRAS)  goals,  which  are  intended  to  distribute  aircraft  noise  more  equitablv  among  affected 
communities;  and 

.  continue  to  implement  and  extend  its  residential  soundproofing  program,  to  ensure  fiill  access  for 
all  residents  who  are  entitled  to  its  benefits. 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


According  o  the  DEIR,  m  1998  Logan  ranked  17tli  in  total  passengers  (26.5  million)  and  1 1th  in 
operations  507,000),  but  sixth  in  total  delays  (143,000  hours).  Approximately  47,000  hours  of  delay 
were  directly  attributable  to  taxiway  congestion  or  northwest  wind  conditions.  Massport  has  argued  that 
the  preferred  alternative  is  intended  solely  to  alleviate  those  two  categories  of  delays  and  maximize 
operational  efficiency  as  passenger  levels  increase.  In  other  words,  the  airside  projects  v^U 
accommodate  existing  and  projected  demand,  not  generate  additional  demand.  On  the  other  hand  many 
commenters  clearly  see  the  preferred  alternative  as  an  expansion  of  Logan  Airport  ("if  you  build  it  they 
will  come  has  appeared  in  numerous  letters).  f     \    j  >  ^ 


After  reviewing  the  DEIR,  I  am  not  convinced  that  the  preferred  aUemative  is  purely  a  capacity  neutral 
airfield  enhancement,  as  stated  by  Massport.  While  the  maximum  "capacity"  of  the  airport  will  remain  at 
120  operations  per  hour  with  or  without  the  airside  improvements,  the  construction  of  Runway  14/32 
will  allow  Logan  to  operate  at  or  near  120  operations  per  hour  for  a  greater  proportion  of  the  year  than  it 
currently  does.  In  addition,  if  delays  represent  a  problem  as  critical  as  that  presented  in  the  DEIR  there 
may  well  be  some  latent  demand  generated  by  the  airside  project. 

I  do  not,  however,  believe  that  developing  airport  infrastructure  automatically  creates  demand  for  air 
service.  As  noted  in  previous  certificates,  the  most  productive  focus  of  MEPA  reviews  for  Logan 
projects  IS  not  a  discussion  of  whether  a  project  is  accommodating  or  generating  demand  per  se  but 
rather  whether  Massport  is  operating  the  airport  in  a  manner  which  minimizes  overall  environmental 
impacts  in  light  of  its  obligations  under  MEPA. 

There  are  however,  two  major  issues  relating  to  delays  that  need  further  examination.  First  the  Final 
blR  should  thoroughly  explain  and  justify  Massport's  delay  modeling,  as  a  response  to  a  number  of 
substantive  comments.  The  Final  EIR  should  explain  the  differences  among  Massport  the  Federal  t 
Aviation  Administration,  and  the  federal  Department  of  Transportation  methods  of  calculating  delays 
and  discuss  any  implication  for  the  environmental  analysis.  Information  on  delays  should  be  presented  in 
quantitative  terms  (e.g.,  average  minutes  of  delay  per  fiight),  and  compared  over  time  at  least  since  1993 
tor  Logan  and  other  major  U.S.  airports. 

Secondly,  several  commenters  have  questioned  Massport's  apparent  use  of  1993,  a  very  delay  prone 
year  at  Logan,  as  a  base  case  year.  The  Final  EIR  should  clarify  the  base  case  year  used  in  the  delay  ( 
analysis  (and  other  areas,  such  as  nojse  and  air  em!??ions).  !f  1993  was  indeed  t^e  b2«:e        t^'-  F^ip 
shouiQ  -nciuae  a  _  sensiDviiy  ana-ysis  using  a  more  recent  year  (or  average^ct  severarrecent  vtars)u^a. 
baseline,  ana  evamaie  me  eneci  on  uie  repon  s  conclusions. 

REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  ISSUES 

Regional  transportation  issues  have  been  a  focus  of  many,  if  not  most,  of  the  comment  letters  The  scone 
required  Massport  to  study  off-site  alternatives:  specifically,  increased  use  of  existing  airports  and  hieh 
speed  rail.  In  response,  the  DEIR  includes  a  detailed  discussion  of  Logan's  role  in  the  regional 
transportation  network,  which  also  includes  the  rapidly  growing  regional  airports  in  Providence  (4  6 
million  passengers  in  1998,  up  1 1%)  and  Manchester,  NH  (1.9  million  passengers  in  1998  up  44%)  the 
currently  underused  facility  at  Worcester  (only  77,000  passengers  in  1 998),  (footnote!)  and  the 
three-hour  high  speed  rail  service  to  New  York  slated  to  begin  later  this  year.  It  estimates  a  potential 
diversion  of  7.j  million  passengers/year  from  Loean  to  regional  alternatives  Twhich  also  include 
teiecomerencing)  by  tne  year  2010,  based  solely  or.  marke't  forces  -vvithout  anv  ^HHSUon^l  int^o,.ntion  bv 
Masspon  or  oiner  state  transportation  agencies.  The  UEIR  diversion  analysis'suggests  thai  ftrture" 
passenger  levels  at  Logan  in  the  design  year  20 1 0  are  likely  to  remain  at  or  below  the  lower  projected 
level  ot  37.5  million,  rather  than  attaining  the  "worst  case"  45  million  level. 

But  if  the  regional  airports  at  Manchester,  Worcester,  and  Providence,  taken  together,  are  to  play  the  role 

'ri'fr^J"'  T''''  for  Boston,  then  Massport  and  the  other  state  transportation  agencies  must 
show  that  they  are  doing  all  they  can  to  ensure  the  integration  of  these  facilities  with  Logan  as  a  regional 
airport  system.  Massport  has  recently  agreed  to  operate  Worcester  Aiiport,  and  the  Massachusetts 
Highway  Department  (MHD)  has  committed  to  studying  and  constructing  better  roadway  access  to  the 
airport.  EOTC  has  committed  to  help  fund  the  construction  of  a  rail  station  at  T.F.  Green  Airport  at 
i^rovidence,  which  could  provide  a  fast  and  convenient  link  to  the  new  Route  128  Station  currentlv 

n«'rS' M^^^rf  ^  ^  V^-^^?'      ?  downtown  Boston.  The  plamied  widening  of  Route  3  from 
Route  128  to  the  New  Hampshire  border  by  MKD  (EOEA  #5668),  coupled  with  the  potential  for 


improved  roadway  and  rail  access  in  New  Hampshire,  coujd  inc-ease  the  accessihiliry  and  use  of 
Manchester  Airport.  Finally,  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority  (MBTA)  has  planned  a 
series  of  improvements  in  transit  access  to  Logan,  including  the  AITC  (EOEA  #10235),  the  Blue  Line 
modernization  (EOEA  #8772),  and  the  Urban  Ring. 


In  response  to  the  high  level  of  public  interest  and  concern  over  regional  transportation  issues,  the 
analysis  in  the  FEIR  must  significantly  expand  upon  that  in  the  DEIR.  First,  the  FEIR  must  report  on  the  C  1 3 
current  status  of  ground  access  improvements  to  all  four  airports  proposed  by  state  transportation 
agencies  in  Massachusetts  or  other  states  (including  but  not  limited  to  the  projects  mentioned  above), 
including  projected  dates  for  completion  of  studies  and/or  construction.  Second,  the  FEIR  must  quantify 
the  effects  of  these  measures  upon  projected  passenger  levels  at  each  of  the  airports,  including  ^ 
Logan,  (footnote  2)  The  projections  for  ridership  on  Amtrak's  high  speed  rail,  and  potential  diversions     C.l  4 
from  Logan,  should  also  be  updated  to  reflect  the  best  current  information,  (footnote  3^ 


The  DEIR  suggests  that  the  45  million  annual  passenger  level  used  by  Massport  in  its  planning  will  not 

occur  by  the  design  year  2010. 1  believe  that  it  is  appropriate  to  continue  to  study  the  45  million 

passenger  scenario,  both  to  assure  consistency  with  previous  planning  and  to  analyze  a  true  "worst  case"  C.1 5 

scenario.  However,  I  caution  both  Massport  and  reviewers  not  to  focus  on  the  impacts  associated  with 

the  45  million  passenger  scenario,  but  rather  on  the  impacts  of  the  37.5  million  passenger  scenario 

(assuming  that  figure  is  supported  by  the  FEIR  analysis). 

With  renewed  focus  on  diverting  passengers  from  Logan,  it  is  more  important  than  ever  that  we 
understand  the  environmental  impacts  of  increased  use  of  regional  airports.  DEP  has  commented  that  a 
regional  environmental  assessment  of  airport  infrastructure  would  prove  useful  in  determining  whether 
increased  use  of  the  regional  airports  actually  minimizes  impacts,  and  the  letter  from  the  Conservation 
Law  Foundation  lay?  out  a  potential  framework  for  a.  project-specific  regional  an^lvsi's  of  ^^ra-nsportat'on 
aitemanves  m  ine  context  of  the  airside  projeci  review.  (My  preaecessor  as  Secretary  also  suggested" 
such  a  regional  smdy  in  ihe  Ceniricaie  on  ihe  iasi  GEIR.j  tne  FEiR  must  iry  lo  evaluate  me  " 
environmental  impacts  .of  these  improvements  on  a  regional,  as  well  as  a  local  basis. 

C.16 

I  acknowledge  certain  difficulties  in  presenting  the  cumulative  environmental  impacts  of  physically 
unrelated  projects.  Because  Manchester  and  Providence  airports  are  in  other  states,  and  because  the 
proposed  ground  access  improvements  at  Worcester  are  at  such  a  preliminary  stage,  I  am  not  requiring 
Massport  to  perform  independent  EIR  level  review  of  local  impacts  at  those  facilities.  Rather,  Massport 
should  rely  upon  existing  reports  to  summarize  information  on  the  predicted  levels  of  environmental 
impacts  (such  as  noise  contours,  air  emissions,  vehicle  miles  traveled,  and  impacts  on  wetlands  and  other 
critical  resources)  caused  by  the  physical  improvements  and  predicted  passenger  levels.  I  also 
acknowledge  that  the  inclusion  of  any  project  as  part  of  this  analysis,  regardless  of  its  apparent  benefits 
will  not  remove  the  necessity  of  independent  MEPA  review  if  required  by  statute  and  regulation 


Many  commenters  have  urged  the  study  of  a  new  second  major  airport  as  an  alternative  to  this  project       C.  1 7 

The  scope  did  not  require  this  analysis,  and  I  am  not  reopening  that  issue  in  the  context  of  the  airside 

project  review.  Many  comments  have  also  suggested  that  commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field  in 

Bedford  should  be  considered  as  a  project  alternative.  Massport  argues  that  commercial  service  at 

Hanscom  is  not  likely  to  constitute  a  feasible  alternative  to  Logan  in  the  foreseeable  future  and  that 

Hanscom  is  better  suited  to  remain  the  region's  principal  general  aviation  (GA)  airport.  (In'l  998  there 

were  approximately  1 83,000  GA  operations  at  Hanscom,  compared  with  3 1 ,000  at  Logan.)  To  back  up     C.l  8 

Massport  s  contention,  the  Final  EIR  should  address  in  qualitative  terms  the  environmental  impacts  of 

commercial  service  at  Hanscom;  opportunities  to  divert  an  even  higher  share  of  Logan's  GA  operations 

to  Hanscom  and  other  regional  airports;  and  any  legal  impediments  to  such  measures.  Finally  New 

Bedford  Airport  has  been  suggested  as  a  reliever  airport  for  cargo  traffic.  Massport  should  report  upon  ^ 

the  status  of  MEPA  review  for  the  proposed  expansion  of  New  Bedford  Airport  (EOEA  #103 16)  which   C.l  9 

had  previously  involved  the  filling  of  an  unprecedented  area  (over  40  acres)  of  protected  wetlands 


PEAK  PERIOD  PRICING 

I  understand  the  concern  of  small  and  relatively  remote  areas  regarding  the  effects  of  PPP  on  acrP..  tn 

prXe'd  tK' p^oLYro^^  S  '^^^"''^^^  '^^r  negativVec'onomIc  ?mpa' ts  ofth"" 

infnrl!.    V  Prog^am  on  certam  areas.  However,  I  find  that  the  DEIR  has  not  provided  enouph 

for  greatly  affected  cSSufes  to  ens^^e  fh,,  th.v  H  ^'IT  "'"'t'"'  ^"8^"^  "''ft^"  =«mption 
airports,  to  the  nationauHet^ork  °^  °*er  regional 

peaS  alL'ttduSS'd'^^^^^^^^^^^^  ^"o"'"  '°  ™o™'ori„g  of  ^"22 

Final  EIR  mu<;t  akn  Hpfir"  ^  '        ^Ported  in  the  Generic  EIR  and  its  Annual  Updates  The 

SaTind™gutS^^  Massport  will  begin  seeking  the  n'ece"      "  - 

5  aiuiy  processes,  m  order  to  implement  a  properly  structured  PPP  program. 


C.23 


CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS  AND  THE  GEIR 


I  have  received  numerous  comments  suggesting  that  the  review  of  the  airside  projects  has  been 
improperly  segmented  under  MEPA  (and  NEPA)  from  the  review  of  airport  operations  as  a  whole.  The 
issue  of  cumulative  impacts  and  segmentation  is  not  new  to  the  review  of  projects  at  Logan  Airport  As 
stated  in  past  Certificates,  the  Generic  EIR  (EOEA  #3247/5146)  is  expected  to  provide  a  "big  picture- 
cumulative  analysis  of  Logan  operations,  impacts,  and  mitigation.  It  complements  the  project-specific 
EIR  for  the  airside  projects,  helps  to  focus  the  review  process  of  individual  EIRs,  and  ensures  that 
segmented  project  review  does  not  occur  in  the  context  of  MEPA  review  at  Logan  Airport 


The  1998  Annual  Update  to  the  GEIR  will  undergo  MEPA  review  later  this  year.  The  Annual  Update 
^  u  "fJiSf  ^  Proposed  Scope  for  the  1999  Logan  Airport  GEIR.  The  issues  that  Massport  will  address 
m  the  1999  GEIR  will  overlap  to  a  considerable  extent  with  many  of  the  issues  highlighted  in  this 
Certificate.  As  a  result,  I  do  not  see  the  need  to  duplicate  the  GEIR  within  the  context  of  the  airside  EIR 
review.  (I  note  that  the  federal  review  process  does  not  include  the  formal  equivalent  of  the  GEIR  so  m^ 
comments  regarding  segmentation  are  necessarily  limited  only  to  the  state  review  process.) 


Nonetheless,  I  emphatically  agree  that  the  airside  DEIR  cannot  be  viewed  in  isolation  from  airport 
operations  and  impacts  as  a  whole.  The  GEIR  does  not  replace  the  project-specific  EIR  nor  does  it 
relieve  Massport  of  its  obligations  under  MEPA  for  project  specific  analysis  of  impacts' and  mitigation 
Massport  s  fundamental  environmental  commitment,  as  expressed  in  the  1994/95  GEIR,  is  to  "reduce  or 
minimize,  wherever  practical,  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  operation  of  Logan  Airport  as  annual 
passenger  volumes  nse  m  the  fliture."  The  requirements  laid  out  in  this  Certificate  will  require  Massport 
to  address  certain  cumulative  impacts  within  the  context  of  the  project-specific  airside  Final  EIR  and  in 
the  Section  61  Findings,  as  detailed  below. 


ENVIR.ONMEMT.AL  JUSTICE 

Many  of  the  comments.received  have  raised  the  issue  of  "environmental  justice,"  as  defined  under 
federal  Executive  Ojder  12898  and  associated  guidance  materials.  Because  in  the  past  the  legitimate 
environmental  interests  of  low  income  and  minority  areas  too  often  have  "flown  under  the  radar"  of  the 
environmental  review  process,  application  of  the  principles  of  environmental  justice  is  intended  to 
ensure  that  low  income  and  minority  populations  are  accorded  the  same  standard  that  applies  to  those  in 
other  areas  Under  E.G.  12898,  Massport  must  fully  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  its  proposed 
actions  on  low  income  and  minority  populations;  show  that  it  has  avoided,  minimized,  or  mitigated  these 
impacts  to  the  greatest  feasible  extent;  and  ensure  that  its  proposed  actions  do  not  unduly  burden  low 
ivAHoT  °'  "^^nority  areas^To  assess  whether  Massport  has  adequately  analyzed  the  issue  for  purposes  of 
•  u  ^'""^  ^^^^^^^         ^^t^iled  demographic  data  on  the  affected  populations 

?n  ^'^P^^^         ^^'y'^'         ^"  ^^g^  of  impacts  (including  noise  impacts  within        C  24 

trie  bU  dB  contour),  a  comparison  of  the  affected  population  with  that  of  Boston  and  the  other  affected 
municipalities,  and  a  discussion  of  the  community  p'articipation  process  used  in  prenarJng  the  Draft  and 


w?f  ^  T^-^  '        "'^"^      ^^"^  "environmental  justice"  more  broadly.  Rather  than  focusing 
on  the  legal  definition  of  disproportionate  impacts  to  low  income  or  minority  populations,  such 
ZTf  f  "^"^i  °"  neighborhoods  in  Boston  and  adjacent  communities  should  bear  the  brunt  of 

c^mlnfr.nic^  'IT  I  ''^^^^  "^^.^^  "^^y  P^°P^^  "^"^g  Logan  live  outside  of  Route  128.  The 
na^Tr  S  t  t^lP^bli^  h^^ings  have  demonstrated  the  burden  of  cumulative 

Tnorl^e    f  u  ll    '       ^'^^^'^  '""P^^^'  ^^^^  neighboring  communities  will  continue  to  bear  as  air  traffic 
ncreases  (whether  or  not  Runway  14/32  is  built).  This  broader  principle  of  fairness,  and  a  concern  wilh 
TW^f         ^'^P^""^'  operations,  has  informed  my  decisions  throughout  this  Certificate 

fnnnc  S  '  ^"^^'^^^n  requiring  the  further  analysis  that  will  satisfy  the  Executive  Order,  I  have  ' 
exktina  °nv'3!;''^^^r"''^'^?'°"  ^"      f'EIR  and  the  GEIR  that  will  maintain  or  reduce  the 

existing  envelope  of  cumulative  environmental  impacts  from  airport  operations 


NOISE 


C.25 


No  other  single  issue  so  dominates  the  comment  letters  as  the  issue  of  aircraft  noi<;p  u/hirh  h.c     ♦  j 
diverse  cross  section  of  the  metropolitan  area.  The  impassioneroral  tLtimn^^^^  m    u    ""'^^'^  ^ 

drove  home  the  point  that  aircraft  noise  profoundly  Xcts  the  li^s  of  fh^^^^^^^      t  ^"t^^"'  ^T'""^' 
flight  paths.  Arti'cle  49  of  the  Massachus'etts  c"  st^tSfeiS 
and  unnecessary  noise."  The  time  has  come  to  address  the  issue  of  airport  noisrclea^^^^^^ 
lTe.lT''''i       simply  soundproofing  the  most  affected  residencTs  anrrmpleZ  t^  phase  n  o?' 
quieter  Stage  3  aircraft,  which  is  required  under  Federal  law  by  the  end  of  1999  cW  be  the  fm^ 
answers  to  the  issue  of  noise  mitigation.  ' 

The  DEIR  includes  a  detailed  assessment  of  the  noise  impacts  of  the  proposed  Runwav  14/19  «nH  to- 
other airside  projects.  The  net  result  of  Massport's  preferred  alternative  is  ?o  reduce  d?^aU^^^ 
number  of  people  modeled  to  be  exposed  to  the  highest  (>70  dB  DNL)  levels  of  noiseXhe^^^^^^^^ 

Vu  KxT'^'^^    P'^^"'^^  ^  ^^'^^'^^'y  in  the  number  of  peXexDos^^^^ 

the  65-70  dB  DNL  range  and  a  somewhat  larger  increase  in  the  60-65^B  DNL  range 
expressly  quantified  in  the  DEIR,  the  implementation  of  the  preferred  alternative  also  re^^^^^^^^^ 
exposed  population.  It  appears  that  up  to  40%  of  the  people  within  the  65  To  HR  rnn?/^^^  -n  ^ 
mcluded  while  an  equal  number  of  p'eoplc  w-ill  fall  inToTower  ontiu^^^^ 

Previous  certificates  on  the  GEIR  have  dwelled  at  length  about  the  issues  of  noise  imnar.fs  ,nH 
r  of*^         ^batentent  policy  .ftands  ,he  com.^i,ment"n  the  X  gfoPtR  ,„ 

mc  eureme.>  high  levej  oi  concern  expiessea  «  ,lh  noise  impacts  from  Logan  in  nenerai  anrf  fmm 

^oSCilaTo^XSer '^^^ 


C.27 


Soundproofing. 


ZJSrSSr"  '°  ^"^"^      ^^"^^  '°      -""'^P-fi's  P^olSr'Slnts  who  are 

Massport  uses  the  federal  criteria  of  residing  within  a  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  detemiinino 

Moreover,  as  anyone  who  has  ever  lived  .inHpr  ^  fi;oV,f  !,o«u        «  .  ^  Levels  (DNL)  of  sound. 

r rnXtc=-rdr.i  S 

below  65  dR  DNT  J  JcV.if  •  !r  thousands  of  residents  are  and  will  be  exposed  to  noise  iust 
in  the  Pina,  EIR,  Masspot?  *~1uoS^^^^ 


C.28 


C.29 


65  dB  coniour.  even  if  they  wouid  otherwise  lose  their  ehgibility  a*'  a  result  of  this  proiect. 


The  soundproofing  program  requires  that  structures  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  meet  certain  code 
requirements  prior  to  receiving  acoustical  treatments.  I  am  concerned  that  the  residences  most  in  need  of 
soundproofing  will  be  in  low  income  areas  with  relatively  high  proportions  of  sub-standard  housing  The 
binal  hIR  should  explain  how  often  such  circumstances  have  occurred  in  the  past.  If  some  (presumably 
low  income)  residents  are  likely  to  be  denied  noise  mitigation  on  this  grounds,  the  FEIR  and  the 
Proposed  Section  61  Finding  should  consider  financial  or  other  programs  to  ensure  equal  access  to  noise 
mitigation. 


C.30 


Compliance  with  PRAS  Goals 


The  Preferential  Runway  Advisory  System  (PRAS)  goals,  initially  developed  in  the  1970s  is  a  set  of      C  '^1 
voluntary  targets  for  FAA  runway  assignments,  aimed  at  ensuring  a  more  equitable  regional  distribution 
of  aircraft  noise  among  all  affected  communities.  The  DEIR  demonstrates  that  the  implementation  of  the 
preterred  alternative  will  significantly  improve  compliance  with  PRAS  goals.  From  the  discussion  it  is 

A  t'  compliance  with  the  PRAS  goals  represem  maximum  feasible  mitigation  under 

MEPA.  I  note  that  the  PRAS  program  predates  MEPA  review  of  Logan  Airport,  and  the  modem  focus 
on  environmental  justice  issues.  I  am  also  concerned  that  changes  in  land  use  patterns  and  residential 
densities  may  have  altered  the  validity  of  the  assumptions  under  which  the  PRAS  program  was 
developed.  Although  I  am  not  convinced  that  a  wholesale  revamping  of  the  PRAS  program  is 
fi?PS!?A  ?^  suggested  that  step),  the  Final  EIR  should  discuss  whether  any  updates  of 

the  PRAS  goals  are  contemplated,  and  detail  any  mechanisms  for  ensuring  that  the  program  ftilfilk  its 
objective  of  creating  an  equitable  noise  distribution. 

,    .  C.32 

several  conimeniers  nave  quesiioneo  the  ievei  of  i-AA's  adherence  to  PRaS  goals  in  the  past  Massport 
must  show  in  the  FEIR.that  its  prediction  of  the  future  effects  of  the  PRAS  goals  do  not  over-estimate 
f^u  D  ^  willingness  to  implement  them,  as  based  on  past  experience.  In  addition  the  FEIR 

and  the  Proposed  Section  6 1  Finding  must  include  protocols  for  monitoring  adherence  to  the  PRAS  poo 
goals,  and  periodic  disclosure  of  the  monitoring  results  (I  suggest  quarterly  reports  to  the  CAC  plus 
annual  statements  in  the  GEIR  update).  ^^v.,  piu6 


Upon  implementation  of  the  prefeired  alternative.  Runway  27  is  projected  to  see  an  increase  in  use  no. 
potentially  leading  to  flirther  increases  in  aircraft  overflights  over  portions  of  Roxbury,  Jamaica  Plain  C.34 
and  Brookline.  brom  the  comments  received,  it  appears  that  the  compliance  with  the  new  flight 
procedures  has  been  incomplete.  It  also  appears  that  the  new  Runway  27  corridor  tends  to  n^row  the 
geographical  area  of  overflights,  thus  concentrating  noise  in  certain  areas.  The  Final  EIR  should  discuss 
me  relationship  beUveen  me  airside  program  and  the  recently-completed  Runwav  27  EIS  (footnote  5) 
the  PlSr^  cumulative  impacts  on  the  comdor,  and  analyze  the  consistency  of  the  noise  impacts  with 


Restricting  Night-time  Flights  and  Hush-kitted  Aircraft. 


In  the  near  term,  the  phasing  out  of  stage  2  aircraft  by  the  end  of  1999  will  produce  a  decline  in  the  total 
armua  noise  produced  by  Logan  aircraft.  In  the  longer  term,  however,  both  total  amiual  nole  Ld 
night-time  noise  are  projected  to  increase  as  the  number  of  flights  in  an  all  Stage  3  fleet  rises  Moreover 
many  of  the  aircraft  currently  operating  at  Logan  are  actually  Itage  2  aircraft  that  have  received 
mechanical  alterations  ("hush-kits")  to  meet  the  minimum  requirements  for  stage  3  aircraft  These  planes 
are  significantly  noisier  than  new  aircraft  specifically  designed  to  meet  stage  3  requirements  ^ 


^-f  ^.'"'^'f '/IT;  1"°^^  ^^^^  e^^'s  ^^^^     ""oute  all  night-time  flights  over  the  water  between 

12  PM  and  6  AM.  In  the  FEIR,  Massport  should  report  on  the  feasibility  of  extending  thi^prefere^^^^^ 
night-time  period  to  the  hours  of  10  PM  to  7  AM.  and  the  effect  of  this  change  on  nc^se  levels  and 
contours. 


C.35 


Federal  law  allows  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  to  grant  a  waiver  (under  FAR  Part  1  fin  ^.36 
to  an  airport  operator  to  restrict  the  number  or  schedule  of  Stage  3  aircraft.  Massport  should  beein 
discussions  now  with  FAA,  with  the  goal  of  instituting  restrictions,  either  locally  or  nationally  on 
hush-kitted  stage  3  aircraft.  The  GEIR  should  report  on  the  status  of  those  consultation  and  discuss  the 
specific  types  of  information  needed  to  pursue  a  Part  161  waiver.  Since  developing  limitations  on  Stage 
3  operations  will  necessarily  involve  the  federal  government,  I  urge  the  members  of  the  Congressio^^^^^ 
delegation  to  help  pursue  this  issue  ftirther  with  FAA.  ^uut,ic6i,ionai 

AIR  QUALITY 

The  DEIR  argues  that  the  preferred  alternative  will  lead  to  air  quality  improvements  by  increasing  the 
operating  efficiency  of  the  airport,  thereby  better  accommodating  existing  demand  (footnote  6  As 
stated  above  I  am  not  convinced  that  Massport's  preferred  alternative  is  capacity  neutral  although  I 
disagree  with  those  commenters  who  have  suggested  that  the  addition  of  a  sixth  runway  'will  be  the 
primary  factor  in  drawing  additional  air  traffic  to  Logan  Airport. 

Even  accepting  Massport's  arguments  about  the  air  quality  benefits  of  its  preferred  alternative  the 
airside  project  raises  issues  of  cumulative  air  quality  that  Massport  must  address.  Logan  Airoort 
currently  ran.ks  as  the  sixth  largest  source  c*"V0,  -r^is^hns  in  the  Co-j-.onv/er.lth  r--^  b\  2?0  -t  .'s 

l^i^^i^iiif  r^"'"''"""' ^^'-''^  L^^"'  Curreniiy,  aircraft  emissions  are'ihe  onb  i^obile 

c  .tSn  f     "  ^^"'■'^^^^^"^•"^ed     the  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  emissions  inventory  that  are  not 
slated  for  meaningftil  near-  or  long-term  emissions  reductions.  Nationally,  pollution  emissions  from 
aircraft  and  airports  represent  the  largest  uncontrolled  sources  of  air  pollution.  NO  is  an  ozone 
fhfn/cTf  ^'^^°"Sh  Eastern  Massachusetts  has  fared  well  in  meeting  one-hour  standards  for  ozone  over 
S  ^7^^""^^'  ^^'^ent  y  there  were  65  exceedences  of  the  more  stringent  8-hour  standard  adopted  by 
k  n.ntP  I  1  "yn'?'!'"'"'  ^g^f  y  (EPA),  over  12  days,  at  14  different  monitoring  staSs  It 

is  quite  hkely  that  additional  emissions  reduction  beyond  those  already  in  the  SIP  will  prove  necessarv 
for  Massachusetts  to  meet  the  8-hour  standard.  ^  necessary 


u  "<*yc  bircbbcu,  11  IS  me  lotai  air  pollution  trom  the  a  rport  -  whether  from  olanes 

the  ground  fleet  servicing  these  aircraft,  or  the  vehicles  carrying  passengers  ™nd  empl^ees  -  which  ^ 
requires  niitigation.  Previous  GELRs  have  done  a  t'-r-u"»^  ■'o^.-^f^.^^r.^.t^-^r^^Jr^^^^^^  C  37 

Airpoit  anc'  ir  predicting  irt^nds  based  on  various  nac.^n^^r        fW^;;;' w^,r::TVr;r  ^?^^f  , 


To  make  this  commitment  more  effective,  in  the  GEIR  Massport  must  examine  the  feasibilitv  of  a 
system  of  market-based,  revenue-neutral  landing  fees  that  reward  cleaner  planes  with  bwer  c^^^^^  on 
the  principle  that  "the  polluter  pays."  Airports  in  Europe,  notably  Zurich,  L  beginning^Tnstoe 
programs  of  this  kind.  In  the  GEIR,  I  am  directing  Massport  to  develop  ^d  modeU  sys  em  ff 

^'"^l"^  P^^^ticable,  and  consistent  with  Federal  aT  then 

Massport  will  begin  the  necessary  regulatory  process  for  implementing  the  program  by  a  d^te  certain  to 
be  defined  in  the  GEIR  scope.  As  an  initial  step  toward  reducing  emissions,  Massport  should  set 
numenca  amiual  targets  in  the  GEIR  for  the  conversion  of  its  tenants'  ground  service  eSment  to  C  38 

clean  ftiels,  and  for  providing  electric  power  to  aircraft  at  all  gates  equipmem  to  U.OO 


GROUND  TRANSPORTATION 


Numerous  comments  argue  that  the  DEIR  should  have  included  a  detailed  analysis  of  ground 
transportation  issues,  because  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of  landside  and  airside  operations  at  Logan 
Airport.  The  issue  of  ground  transportation  is  clearly  relevant  to  any  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts 
and  is  aii  important  component  of  any  cumulative  air  quality  analysis.  However,  the  GEIR  includes  a  ' 
substantial  body  of  analysis  on  ground  transportation  issues,  and  the  Section  61  Finding  for  the  West 
Garage  project  includes  enforceable  commitments  for  ground  transportation  mitigation.  Because 
Massport  is  dealing  with  this  issue  in  other  documents,  I  will  not  require  a  detailed  analysis  of 
Massport's  ground  transportation  strategy  within  the  Final  EIR,  but  rather  focus  on  the  following  issues. 

One  of  the  cornerstones  of  Massport's  ground  access  strategy  is  a  commitment  to  a  35.2%  mode  share      C  "^Q 
for  High  Occupancy  Vehicles  (HOV)  when  passenger  volumes  reach  37.5  million  annually.  As  previous 
certificates  have  pointed  out  on  numerous  occasions,  although  this  goal  translates  into  an  increase  in 
HOV  mode  shares  from  the  present,  it  also  represents  a  substantial  increase  in  the  absolute  number  of 
non-HOV  trips  to  the  airport,  due  to  the  large  increase  in  total  number  of  passengers.  Massport  has  not  ' 
shown  how  these  non-HOV  trips  will  be  accommodated  under  the  parking  freeze. 


Massport  should  consider  a  higher  target  percentage  for  HOV  at  37.5  million  annual  passengers,  and       n  Mr 
discuss  the  issue  in  the  GEIR.  Massport  should  also  consider  enforcement  mechanisms  for  whatever  ^-^l 
HOV  percentage  emerges  (for  example,  committing  to  set  aside  a  sliding  scale  of  funding  for 
HOV/transit  promotion  and  improvements  if  HOV  goals  do  not  reach  the  levels  to  which  Massport  has 
committed).  In  the  GEIR,  Massport  should  also  consider  the  consolidation  of  rental  car  lots  and  the         C  41 
courtesy  vehicles  serving  them.  I  understand  that  this  form  of  air  quality  mitigation  is  in  practice  at  other 
airporf;  m  the  United  States. 


Finally,  the  Final  EIR  and  the  analysis  in  the  next  GEIR  should  reflect  proposed  MBTA  improvements  C.42 
in  transit  access  to  LjDgan,  including  the  AITC,  the  Blue  Line  modemization,  and  the  Urban  Ring.  In 
particular,  the  Urban  Ring  project,  shortly  scheduled  to  conclude  its  major  investment  study  and%egin 
MEPA  review,  promises  not  only  to  improve  transit  access  to  Logan,  but  also  to  enhance  mobility, 
economic  development,  and  the  quality  of  life  in  many  of  the  communities  most  affected  by  the  airport 
--  East  Boston,  South  Boston,  Roxbury,  Cambridge,  Somerville,  Everett,  and  Chelsea. 


UNIDIRECTIONALITY  OF  RUNWAY  14/32 


C.43 


The  DEIR  analyzes  only  the  environmental  impacts  of  a  unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  with  both  take 

offs  and  landings  following  an  easterly  flight  path  largely  over  water.  Any  proposal  to'use  the  runway  in 

a  Diaireciionai  manner  wouia  need  additional  mEPa  review,  including  the  scoping,  preparation  and 

review  ot  an  entirely  new  EIk  document.  Ever  since  the  Airside  Improvements  project  was  first'  «  i  m 

proposed,  Massport  has  publicly  committed  to  keeping  Runway  14/32  as  a  unidirectional  runway  The  C.44 

Proposed  Section  61  Findings  in  the  Final  EIR  should  include  this  enforceable  commitment  to 

unidirectionahty.  The  Final  EIR  should  also  document  any  other  legal  or  administrative  processes  or 

any  operational  or  environmental  constraints,  that  can  assure  unidirectionahty.  In  particular  Massport 

should  detail  how  the  modified  court  injunction  can  assure  unidirecdonal  use  of  Runway  1 4/32  how  any 

hAA  regulations  may  affect  use  of  the  runway,  and  whether  any  physical  constraints  (e.g.,  the  Hyatt 

Hotel)  would  preclude  or  restrict  the  possible  bidirectional  use  of  Runway  1 4/32 


CONSTRUCTION  PERIOD 


The  Final  EIR  should  include  a  detailed  construction  management  plan  that  quantifies  the  number  of 
daily  and  total  truck  trips.  The  Final  EIR  should  also  address  the  cumulative  impacts  of  those 


C.45 


C.46 


c.47 


The  Final  EIR  and  the  GEIR  should  also  discuss  the  feasibility  of  Massport's  participation  in  the  Clean 

Air  Construction  Initiative,  both  with  respect  to  this  project  and  other  construction  Sts  at  the  dmoii    C  48 

lLZ^:Vrc"'.  retrofining  existing  heavy  construction  equipment  with  emis'Zs  cont  o 

DcnT^m^ni  ^  rl  AneiyHunnel  project  is  already  participating  in  this  program,  and  the 

Department  of  Environmental  Protection  is  actively  discussing  an  expansion  of  ih?  program  with  several 

c^n.  n^.^    '^'"T'-^  The  Proposed  Section  61  Findings  should  include  appropriate  cSitments  for 

construction  period  mitigation,  in  particular  for  the  traffic,  air  quality,  and  noise  impactsTcuTsed 


Massport's  preferred  alternative  involves  a  substantial  amount  of  soil  excavation  The  Deoartment  of        n  An 

OPEN  SPACE/PARKLAND 

The  Boston  area  is  fortunate  to  have  large  areas  of  open  space,  such  as  the  Emerald  Necklace  Arnold  n  m 
Arboretum,  Frankhn  Park,  and  the  Harbor  Islands,  that  provide  a  refoge  from  busy  urbl  Hfo '  Z^sl         C. 50 

r^^^£    ^"^  ™P^"^      ^"^''^y  °f  ^^"^  °P^^  spaces,  and  reduce  their  vaTue  for 

recreation  or  quiet  contemplation.  AlLhouoh  the  legislation  that  created  the  Harbor  JslanT/NifiVn. 
Keurc^tion  Area  relieveo  Masspon  and  Lne  r  m„a  or  Feoerai  section  4.r;  requirement,  jny  ^his' .,.;„e-'  it 
dm  no;  exempt  impacts  on  tne  Harbor  Islands  from  environmeniai  review  under  MEPA  The  FinaiEIR 
should  analyze  the  env.romnental  impacts  of  the  airside  projects  (including  cumulaUve  impact  w  th 
other  airport  operations)  on  the  Harbor  Islands,  Arnold  Arboretum,  Franklin  Park  and  the  Er^er^d 
Necklace.  I  understand  the  desire  to  direct  flight  corridors  over  the  least  densely  pCulaTeda^^  and 

7.cfTfT  ^"  ^  ^"^^  P°''^'^^  ""'y  be  justifiable.  However!  th^n^'s  1st  ^^^^^ 

place,  to  fully  evaluate  impacts  and  develop  maximum  feasible  mitigation. 

RARE  SPECIES 

Massport's  preferred  alternative  will  impact  the  nesting  and  feeding  habitat  of  the  state  endangered  ^'^^ 
Upland  Sandpiper  (Wam/a  longicauda)  and  will  constitute  the  "taking"  of  a  sLVe  prSSe^^ 
mitiPa  fnn^f Endangered  Species  Act.  The  DEIR  commits  to\oth  on  siteCd  off^^^^^^^^ 
mitigation  for  rare  species  impacts.  The  discussion  of  on-site  mitigation  in  the  DEIR  is  generallv 
fnch^r;'-  '-'^^^^''^  ^ouid  provide  greater  detail  on  the  proposed  oft^seSga  ion 

S  EIR  shoX'";!?' ""^T"  P^'^P"^^^         Massachusetts  Military  ReseSn  The 

mis  c  f  r  '"''i"'^^  sufficient  information  for  the  Natural  Heritage  Program  to  evaluate  the 

Stl^X^ro  far?;^eSf  '-'^^  ^^^'^  ^"  on-So^f^site 

NOTICE  OF  PROJECT  CHANGE 

At  the  time  the  DEIR  was  filed,  Massport  also  filed  a  Notice  of  Project  Change  based  upon  the 
three-year  lapse  in  time  since  the  filing  of  the  ENF,  and  it  requested  a  determfnltSat  no  further 


of  the  lapse  of  time  can  be  adequately  addressed  in  the  FEIR  cr  the  GEIR,  as  the  case  may  be. 


SECTION  61  FINDINGS 

The  Final  EIR  should  include  Proposed  Section  61  Findings  for  each  area  of  impact  associated  with 
Massport's  preferred  alternative.  I  remind  Massport  of  the  importance  of  the  Section  61  Findings  as  a 
mechanism  for  formalizing  the  mitigation  commitments  that  emerge  from  the  EIR  process,  and  I  expect 
that  the  Section  61  Findings  will  commit  to  appropriate  mitigation. 


COMMENTS 

The  Final  EIR  should  include  a  copy  of  this  Certificate  and  copies  of  all  comments  received,  and  it     C  53 
should  respond  to  all  substantive  comments  received.  In  particular,  I  wish  to  highlight  the  comments 
received  from  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  Massachusetts  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection,  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  to  Massport  (and  individual  CAC 
members),  the  Conservation  Law  Foundation,  the  various  New  England  state  transportation  agencies 
the  City  of  Boston  Environmental  Services  Division,  the  La  Salle  Partnership,  and  the  letters  received 
from  elected  public  officials.  Together,  these  comment  letters  summarize  most  of  the  major  substantive 
environmental  issues  raised  by  opponents,  proponents,  and  neutral  reviewers. 


CIRCULATION 

For  those  who  submitted  form  letters  for  which  addresses  are  available,  Massport  should  send  a  Notice    C  54 
of  Availability  of  the  Final  EIR  and  include  information  on  comment  deadlines  and  the  time-sensitive 
nature  of  the  review  r)rocess.  For  those  ^'-'ho  submitted  individual  corrjr.ent  lette'^s  Mas""^'^  cV^tt'  j 
circulate  an  Executive  Summary  of  the  Final  EIR.  The  Executive  Si-mmaiystioiMincladca^ 
With  miormation  on  comment  aeadimes  (^mciuding  me  time-sensitive  nature  of  the  documents  under 
^y/!,^)'       information  on  where  to  obtain  a  full  copy  of  the  Final  EIR.  Massport  should  circulate  the 
full  Final  EIR  to  its  standard  distribution  list  of  agencies  and  community  groups,  as  well  as  any 
additional  parties  specified  in  Section  1 1.16  of  the  MEPA  regulations.  Massport' should  Circulate  a  full 
copy  of  the  Final  EIR  to  the  municipal  libraries  (including  branch  libraries)  of  Boston  Winthrop 
Everett,  Revere,  Nahant,  Maiden,  Medford,  Melrose,  Somer\'ille,  Cambridge,  Chelsea  Brookline 
Dedham,  Milton,  Quincy,  Braintree,  Weymouth,  Hingham,  Hull,  Provincetown,  Edgartown  and  ' 
Nantucket.  Massport  should  promptly  furnish  a  full  copy  of  the  EIR  to  any  party  who  requests  a  copy 


FOOTNOTES 

•  Footnote  1.  The  DEIR.  reports  passenger  emplanements  in  Tab^e  2  4-].  The^e  are  orJ^  50°/"  r,f 

.  Footnote  2. 1  suggest  that  the  estimated  impact^  of  teleconferencing  should  be  discounted  in  this 
analysis,  unless  Massport  can  make  a  compelling  case  why  this  would  affect  Logan  differentlv 
from  other  regional  airports. 

•  Footnote  3. 1  also  note  the  importance  of  maintaining  South  Station  as  the  gateway  to  Amtt-ak's 
high  speed  rail  hnk  to  New  York,  while  the  City  of  Boston  pursues  air  rights  development  over 
the  tracks.  The  EIR  currently  being  prepared  for  that  project  (EOEA  #9131)  must  contain  a 
detailed  construction  mitigation  program  to  ensure  the  smooth  ftinctioning  of  the  station 

.  l<ootnote  4. 1  note  the  potential  for  increased  reliance  on  early  morning  and  late  evening  flights  as 
one  potentially  negative  impact  from  PPP.  o    s  ^  « 

.  Footnote  5.  The  review  of  the  Runway  27  flight  path  was  conducted  at  the  federal  level  only 
.  Footnote  6.  The  comment  from  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (among  others)  has  raised 
several  concerns  with  the  assumptions  used  in  the  air  quality  analysis.  The  Final  EIR  should 
address  these  fti  ly,  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  Massport's  preferred  alternative  is  associated 
with  the  lowest  level  of  air  quality  impacts. 


Dated:  May  7.  1999 

Bob  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Comments  received  : 


2/26/99  David  Bartol 

3/2/99  David  Prusky 

3/3/99  Ami  Hershfang 

3/5/99  Mary  Dreitlein 

3/1 1/99  Joseph  Kowalczyk 

3/12/99  Charlie  Ferguson 

3/15/99  Eagle  Hill  Civic  Association 

3/15/99  Regina  Marchi 

3/18/99  Christopher  Blackler 

3/18/99  Myra  Love 

3/18/99  Martha  Merson 

3/18/99  Charles  and  Anna  Dulcetta 

3/19/99  Ellen  Winkler 

3/19/99  Barbara  Bishop 

3/22/99  Monika  ComeiUe 

3/22/99  Elizabeth  Mazzarini 

3/25/99  Brian  Gallagher 

3/26/99  Mark  and  Cathryn  Stcttler 

5/29/99  William  ralcetano  (2) 

3/29/99  Danieiie  To:h 

3/29/99  Sal  Lopes 

3/29/99  Natalie  Diffloth 

3/30/99  Richard  Lynds  Esq. 

3/30/99  Daniel  and  Jacqueline  Llewellyn 

3/31/99  Vincent  Tino 

3/3 1  /99  Sean  Shanahan 

3/31/99  Corrine  Case 

4/2/99  Marjorie  Rilleau  Kallman 

4/2/99  Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association 

4/2/99  Greater  Gardner  Chamber  of  Commerce 

4/2/99  Geraldine  Townsend 

4/2/99  William  Tovmsend 

4/2/99  David  isania  and  Caroline  Coggeshall 

4/4/99  Swibsoicl 

4/6/99  Manchester  Airport  Director 

4/6/99  Mary  Quinn 

4/6/99  Marriott  Copley  Place 

4/6/99  Nantucket  Island  Chamber  of  Commerce 

4/7/99  Richard  Jordan 

4/7/99  Laura  Orlando 

4/7/99  Community  Advisory  Committee  to  Massoort 
4/7/99  Frank  and  Eileen  Furey 
4/7/99  Krolman  Corporation 
4/7/99  William  Falcetano 

4/7/99  g^^'^y.f  ^P^^^^^t^^i^e  to  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  to  Massport 
4/7/99  Logan  Airlines  Management  Council  Cargo  Subcommittee 


4/7/99  Lugaa  /Jrimes  Ivianagement  Council 

^ni99  Iviass-achuseas  Business  Roundiable 

4/7/99  Thomas  Kershaw 

4/7/99  City  of  Quincy  City  Council 

4/7/99  Maryann  Mahony 

4/7/99  Squantum  Community  Association 

4/7/99  Paul  Guzzi 

4/7/99  Ron  Wayland 

4/7/99  City  of  Boston  Mayor  Thomas  Menino 
4/7/99  PRI  Automation 
4/7/99  Representative  Robert  DeLeo 
4/7/99  Senator  Henri  Rauschenbach 

4/7/99  transcripts  of  oral  testimony  at  4/7  FAA/MEPA  meeting 

4/7/99  video  of  4/7  FAA/MEPA  meeting 

4/8/99  transcripts  of  oral  testimony  at  4/8  FAA/MEPA  meeting 

4/8/99  video  of  4/8  FAA/MEPA  meeting 

4/8/99  Mary  Quinn 

4/8/99  Nantucket  Board  of  Selectmen 

4/8/99  Marriott  Long  Wharf 

4/8/99  William  Manning 

4/8/99  Nancy  Crombie 

4/8/99  Eleanora  Olivolo 

4/8/99  Winthrop  Noise  Air  Pollution  and  Airport  Hazards  Committee 
4/8/99  Jim  McBride 

4/8/99  City  of  Chelsea  City  Councillor  Preston  Galarneau 
4/8/99  U.S.  Representative  Edward  Markey 
4/8/99  Ron  Wayland 
4/8/99  British  Airways 

A!%i^^  Robert  Hazel 

4/8/99  Scott  Godfrey,  Air  Transport  Association 

4/8/99  Mike  Faarlong 

4/8/99  Craig  and  Linda  JoUiffe 

4/9/99  anonymous 

4/9/99  Fitcorp 

4/9/99  Richard  Gill 

4/9/99  Gregory  DePatto 

4/12/99  anonymous 

4/12/99  New  England  Guatemalan  Alliance 
4/12/99  Krolman  Presentations 

4/12/99  National  Association  of  Industrial  and  Office  Properties 

4/12/99  Tufts  Associates 

4/12/99  M^lot^  -^abo'^'-" 

4/12/99  F.epreseniaiive  Eric  Turkington 

4/12/99  Eagle  Hill  Civic  Association 

4/13/99  Patricia  Grasso 

4/13/99  Mary  Dreitlein 

4/13/99  Nancy  Brayton 

4/13/99  Diana  Goode 

4/13/99  Anne  Rogers 

4/13/99  Charles  Cann 

4/1 3/99  Judith  and  John  Silck 

4/13/99  British  Airways 

4/13/99  City  of  Cambridge  City  Council 

4/13/99  Emily  Peckham 

4/14/99  Daniel  Toner 

4/14/99  Paul  Puzzanghero 


4/{4/y9  Gil  ana  Bonnie  Lavoie 
4/  i4/yy  Lynn  Mazzarulia 
4/14/99  Vincent  Feme 

4/14/99  Sherburne,  Powers,  Holland,  &  Knight 

4/14/99  Greater  Boston  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau 

4/14/99  City  of  Revere  Planning  and  Community  Development  Department 

4/14/99  David  Foss 

4/14/99  Madeleine  Carlson 

4/14/99  Olympia  Mastrocola 

4/1 4/99  John  and  Barbara  Tomenico 

4/14/99  Carmen  Domcnico 

4/14/99  Town  of  Winthrop  Noise  Air  Pollution  and  Airport  Hazards  Committee 
4/15/99  U.S.  Representative  Edward  Markey 
4/15/99  Barbara  Kaplan 
4/15/99  John  Archibald 

4/16/99  National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials 

4/16/99  Sandra  Kunz  (Braintree  Representative  to  CAC) 

4/16/99  James  Sliker 

4/16/99  Lynn  Thornton 

4/16/99  Gerard  Finch 

4/16/99  Christine  Toole 

4/16/99  Will  Lyman 

4/16/99  Marty  Epp 

4/16/99  Daniel  Bamett 

4/16/99  Thomas  Finnigan 

4/16/99  Danielle  Toth 

4/16/99  Jacqueline  Gambarini 

4/16/99  Mike  Lew 

4/ i  6/99  ixier  Ciarkc 

4/16/99  Sa!  Lopes 

4/16/99  Todd  Payton 

4/16/99  Senator  Michael  Morrissey 

4/16/99  Jacques  Weissgerber 

4/16/99  EMC  Corporation 

4/16/99  Andrea  Taaffe 

4/16/99  Suzan  Kelly 

4/1 6/99  Marie  and  James  Stamos 

4/16/99  Alan  Wright 

4/16/99  Slade  Gorton  &  Co,  Inc. 

4/19/99  Jack  Doian 

4/19/99  Derek  Dyer 

4/19/99  Nancy  Doherty 

4/z0/9y  Tvl.  vJloZia  iviaiZOt 

4/20/99  Michael  Mercadante 

4/20/99  Mo  Lotman 

4/20/99  Barbara  White 

4/20/99  Cape  Cod  Commission 

4/20/99  William  Weiser 

4/20/99  Irving  Fischman  PhD 

4/20/99  Hispanic- American  Chamber  of  Commerce 

4/20/99  Pauline  DePari 

4/20/99  Carolyn  and  Brent  Banulis 

4/20/99  Alice  Granahan 

4/20/99  Michael  County 

4/20/99  Adrienne  Richardson 

4/20/99  James  McCaffery 

4/20/99  James  Conroy 


4/-:0/y9  Cainerine  Goidhammer 
A'lJSBy  i^-i.  aiiQ  ivdrs.  Robert  Belknap 
4/20/99  John  Richardson 
4/20/99  Edward  Lowney 

4/20/99  Cape  Cod  Economic  Development  Council 

4/20/99  Carmela  D'Amore 

4/20/99  City  of  Revere  City  Council 

4/20/99  Robert  Green 

4/20/99  JD  Russell 

4/20/99  David  Weinstein  (2) 

4/20/99  Mark  Warren 

4/20/99  Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association 

4/20/99  Angela  Healy 

4/20/99  Marty  Epp  and  Judy  Mencher 

4/20/99  Representative  Patricia  Jehlen 

4/20/99  William  Reid 

4/20/99  Elliott  Schiffman 

4/20/99  Sterling  Giles 

4/20/99  Marine  Cotton 

4/20/99  Arthur  Johnson 

4/20/99  Robert  Wynne 

4/20/99  John  Kilroy 

4/20/99  John  Archibald 

4/20/99  Cape  Cod  Chamber  of  Commerce 

4/20/99  Don  Eunson 

4/20/99  Susan  Horn 

4/20/99  Michael  County 

4/20/99  Lynn  Palmer 

4/20/99  Lawence  Paoeiia 

4./20/99  Continental  Airlines 

4/20/99  Ellen  Band 

4/20/99  Jill  Richard 

4/20/99  Robert  Fleming 

4/20/99  Lawrence  Yager 

4/20/99  Beverly  Sky 

4/20/99  Barbara  Kaplan 

4/20/99  AIR,  Inc  (McGowan  et  al) 

4/21/99  City  of  Cambridge  City  Manager 

4/21/99  Michele  LaMura 

4/21/99  Elaine  McGrath 

4/21/99  Natural  Heritage  and  Endangered  Species  Program 
4/21/99  State  of  Maine  Department  of  Transportation 

4/Zi/>y  AliaSIaSia  LymaTi 

4/21/99  Claudia  Hiede  (2) 

4/21/99  Kurt  Waiter  (Cambridge  Representative  to  CAC) 
4/21/99  Town  of  Hingham  Board  of  Selectmen 
4/21/99  Al  Fisher 
4/21/99  Tilghman  Evans 

4/21/99  LaSalle  Hotel  Operating  Partnership  (by  Goulston  &  Ston-s) 

4/21/99  Sandra  Gibbs  ^ 

4/21/99  Catherine  Brayden 

4/21/99  Panamai  Manadee 

4/21/99  Debra  Biba  and  Rob  Everts 

4/21/99  Deirdre  Smith 

4/21/99  Beth  Manaster 

4/21/99  Sheryl  White 

4/21/99  Carol  Rego 


4/21/99  Aj^tJionvEspv 
4/21/99  Mrs.  Regina  Marchi 
4/21/99  Barbara  McDonough 
4/21/99  Allison  Stieber 
4/21/99  Martha  Gjesteby 

4/21/99  Dovi  Abbey  (Roxbury  Representative  to  CAC) 

4/21/99  M.  Blossom  Hoag 

4/21/99  Ethan  Hoag 

4/21/99  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Joseph  Nucci 

^J}}J?1  ^^f"^"cket  Planning  and  Economic  Development  Commission 

4/21/99  Cheryl  Balukonis 

4/21/99  Mary  Beminger 

4/21/99  Peter  Alachi 

4/21/99  Noise  Pollution  Clearinghouse 

4/21/99  Richard  Salini 

4/21/99  anonymous 

4/22/99  S.  Kay  Gibbs 

4/22/99  William  Manning 

4/22/99  Town  of  Provincetown  Town  Manager 

4/22/99  Cape  Air 

4/22/99  Dorchester  Allied  Neighborhood  Associations 

4/22/99  City  of  Chelsea  City  Councilor  Marilyn  Portnoy 

4/22/99  Senate  President  Thomas  Birmingham 

4/22/99  Representative  Timothy  Toomey 

4/22/99  City  of  Somerville  Board  of  Alderman 

4/22/99  Chester  Atkins  for  Save  Our  Heritage 

4/22/99  City  of  Boston  City  Councillor  Paul  Scapicchio 

4.^22/99  Friends  of  Belle  Js!e  Marsh 

4/22/99  Representative  Chrisiopher  Fallon 

4/22/99  Represeniaiive  Liz  Maiia 

4/22/99  Representative  Paul  Demakis 

4/22/99  Acting  Mayor  of  Somerville  William  Roche 

4/22/99  Massachusetts  Audubon  Society 

4/22/99  Michael  Dukakis,  former  Governor 

4/22/99  Fred  Salvucci 

4/22/99  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Aeency 

4/22/99  Senator  Robert  Travaglini 

4/22/99  City  of  Somerville  Alderman  William  White 

4/22/99  State  of  Vermont  Agencv  of  Transportation 

4/22/99  The  Franklin  Park  Coalition 

4/22/99  Constance  Cecil 

4/22/99  Robert  and  Kathleen  Hathaway 

4/22/99  Ellis  Neighborhood  Association  Inc 
4/22/99  Susan  Strauss 

HirpIrSutoStTe'''''"  ^" "^^"^  C"-™'"-  Envi_ml 

4/22/99  Marguerite  Scott 
4/22/99  Brian  Culver 
4/22/99  Thomas  McNiff 
4/22/99  Jerr>'  Shine 
4/22/99  Margaret  Webster 
4/22/99  Jane  Sauer 
4/22/99  Barbara  Kaplan 

4/22/99  Stephen  Muench,  Executive  Director  MAC 
4/22/99  Darryl  Pomicter 


4/22/99  .Ajnerican  Airlines 

4/22/99  Ramon  Bueno  and  Debra  Weisberg 

4/22/99  Dick  Bauer 

4/22/99  Lauri  Webster 

4/22/99  Tad  Flynn 

4/22/99  Ann  Hershfang 

4/22/99  Provincetown  Municipal  Airport  Commission 

4/22/99  Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association,  Inc. 

4/22/99  John  Mahony 

4/22/99  Catherine  Goldhammer 

4/22/99  Claudia  Brede 

4/22/99  Peter  Alachi 

4/22/99  Kimberly  Iris  Mills 

4/22/99  Elizabeth  Aberg 

4/22/99  Anita  Martin 

4/22/99  Barnstable  Municipal  Airport  Commission 

4/22/99  Stephen  Thress 

4/22/99  Dr.  Jo  Loughnane 

4/22/99  Deborah  Santiano-McHatton 

4/22/99  Edwina  Yezierski 

4/22/99  Brian  Merrick 

4/22/99  Alicia  Stoddard 

4/22/99  Duane  Andrews  RN 

4/22/99  Ron  Morgese 

4/22/99  Robert  Ridolfi 

4/22/99  Mary  Jane  Quinn  (with  photos) 

4/22/99  Richard  Goldhammer  (Hingham  Representative  to  CAC) 

4/22 /Q9  L.vnn  Co 

4/22/99  JeanneUe  MacDonald 

4/22/99  Roben  Carney 

4/22/99  The  New  England  Council 

4/22/99  Robert  Billings 

4/22/99  Doris  Hogan 

4/22/99  T.  Brovm 

4/22/99  anonymous 

4/22/99  Jacques  Weissgerber 

4/22/99  Franklyn  and  Barbara  Schafer 

4/22/99  Nina  Garfinkle 

4/22/99  Christopher  Morton 

4/22/99  Stephanie  Moura  and  Kate  Keeler 

4/22/99  The  South  Boston  Environmental  Health  Watch 

4/22/99  East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council 

4/22/99  Gerard  Spprrv 

4/22/99  John  O'Connor 

4/22/99  Robert  and  Katherine  Strojny 

4/22/99  Lisa  Scannell 

4/22/99  Jeffries  Point  Neighborhood  Association  (with  petition  signed  by  304  people  opposed  to 

project  and  19  form  letters  opposed  to  project)  f 

4/22/99  E.  Vincent  Sullivan 

4/22/99  Mark  Ingaciola 

4/22/99  Bradford  and  Jane  Tripp 

4/22/99  Harold  and  Lorraine  Lincoln 

4/22/99  Charles  and  Susan  Berry 

4/22/99  Alice  Granahan 

4/22/99  Provincetown  AIDS  Support 

4/22/99  Carta  Wilbur 

4/22/99  Mary  Jane  Quinn  (with  video  from  Mary  Jane  Quinn  and  Elaine  McGrath) 


4/23/99  Representative  Bvron  Rushing 

4/23/99  Beacnmont  Neighborhood  Association  Inc 

^n?/on         of  Hull  Board  of  Selectmen  (by  Town  Manager) 

4/23/99  Jean  Rifsm^^''"'^''"'^'^"  '^'^^^^  Metropolitan  District 

4/23/99  The  Seaport  Alliance  for  a  Neighborhood  Design 
4/23/99  Karen  Rucker  ^ 

pro^^ct^)  Neighborhood  Association  (with  petition  signed  by  17  people  opposed  to 

4/23/99  Barbara  Bishop 

4/23/99  Boston  Harbor  Islands  Advisory  Council 
4/23/99  International  Union  of  OPerating  Engineers 
4/23/99  Anthony  Petruccelli 

4/23/99  City  of  Chelsea  City  Manager  Guy  Santagate 

4/23/99  Town  of  Winthrop  Board  of  Selectmen 

4/23/99  Mary  Ellen  Welch 

4/23/99  U.S.  Representative  John  Joseph  Moakley 

4/23/99  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

4/23/99  Carol  Kiley 

4/23/99  Roberta  Horn 

4/23/99  Bemice  Mader 

4/23/99  City  of  Chelsea  City  Councillor  Rochelle  Bennett 

4/23/99  Jack  Christin,  Jr. 

4/23/99  Amanda  Sawires 

4/23/99  Jon  Burk 

4/23/99  Albert  Engelhart 

4/23/99  Mary  Moynihan 

4/23/99  Johji  McKennan 

4/23/V9  Aijce  Mahoney 

4/23/99  Alliance  cf  Bosior.  Neighborhoods 

4/23/99  Ronald  Fama 

4/23/99  Iron  Workers  District  Council  of  New  England 

4/23/99  MaslpT""  ^"'^  "'^^  '"PP"^  °^P^°j^^^) 

4/23/99  Irv  Englander 

4/23/99  Senator  Stephen  Lynch 

4/23/99  Charlestown  Business  Association 

4/23/99  MJ  Research,  Inc. 

4/23/99  Chelsea  Waterfront  Association 

4/23/99  N.E.E.D.  Logan 

4/23/99  Representative  Eugene  O'Flaherty 

4/23/99  Representative  Kevin  Fitzgerald 

f^i^^^  Joseph  <_Tuiino  iMeirose  Representative  to  the  CAC) 

4/z3/y9  Green  works  t^John  O'Connor) 

4/23/99  Conservation  Law  Foundation 

4/23/99  Bear  Steams  Co. 

4/23/99  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 

4/23/99  Mona  Thaler 

4/23/99  AIR,  Inc.  (by  McGowan  et  al) 

4/23/99  Massachusetts  Sierra  Club 

4/23/99  Matthew  Baronas 

4/23/99  100  Captain's  Row  Condominium  Trust 

4/23/99  Admiral's  Way  Condominium  Trust 

4/23/99  Leeward  Heights  Condominium  Trust 

/nn  i?-^  Commandant's  Way  Condominium  Trust 
4/23/99  Clipper  Condominium  Trust 
4/23/99  Breakwater  Condominium  Trust 


4/25/99  Ciiy  of  tJoston  Mayor  Thomas  Menino 
4/  23/99  City  of  Boston  Environmental  Services 
4/23/99  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 
4/23/99  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay,  Inc 
4/23/99  Edith  De  Angelis 

4/23/99  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
4/26/99  Fidelity  Investments 

4/26/99  City  of  Boston  City  Councillor  Charles  Yancey 

4/26/99  Lory  Newmeyer  and  Steve  Cooper 

4/26/99  Stephen  Lathrop 

4/26/99  Lauri  Webster 

4/26/99  Teamsters  Union  Local  379 

4/26/99  Edward  D'Alelio 

4/26/99  Town  of  Hull  Planning  Board 

4/26/99  International  Union  of  Operating  Engineers  Local  4 

4/26/99  Robert  De  Mayo 

4/26/99  Back  Bay  Photo  Imaging 

4/26/99  Mark  and  Cathryn  Stettler 

4/26/99  Sarah  Buermann 

4/26/99  Ivan  and  Nancy  B lecher 

4/26/99  Barry  Corden 

4/26/99  Provincetown  Municipal  Airport  Commission 

4/26/99  Representative  Joseph  Sullivan 

4/26/99  Winthrop  Chamber  of  Commerce 

4/26/99  Charlestown  Business  Association 

4/26/99  Francis  McHugh 

4/26/99  Air  Transport  Association 

4/26/99  Sharon  Fisher 

4/27/99  City  of  ^iornerviiie  Board  of  Alderman  (with  video) 

4/27/99  Charlie  Ferguson 

4/27/99  Melissa  Sciter 

4/27/99  Fuld  and  Company 

4/28/99  Heather  Hughes 

4/28/99  Charlie  Ferguson 

4/28/99  McCarthy,  Allegretto  &  McCarthy 

4/28/99  Construction  and  General  Laborers'  Union  Local  22 

4/28/99  Arthur  Hartnett 

4/28/99  Frances  Keyes 

4/29/99  National  Association  of  Railroad  Passengers 
4/30/99  Cape  Cod  Legislative  Delegation 
4/30/99  Edwina  Yezierski 

4/30/99  Alex  Geoumtas  (Roslindale/Hyde  Park  Representative  to  the  CAC) 
4/30/99  Louis  I /iSaiio 

various  dates  6'--7  form  letters  in  opposition  to  the  project 

various  dates  57  phone  calls  in  opposition  to  the  project  and  1  phone  call  in  support 


BAD/ASP/asp 


LoGm  AiRsiDE  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs  on  tlie 
Logan  Airside  Improvements 
Planning  Project  Draft  EIR 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

negionai 
Transportation 

Danir\nQl  Aimnrtc 
ncUiUllal  Mlipuilo 

Althni  inh  1  Qtrnnniu  anrpp  art  thp  imnnrtanrp  of  thp  rpninnal 

transportation  netvi/ork,  1  disagree  with  the  contention  that 
Massport's  treatment  o1  this  subject  in  the  DEIR  has  been 
insufficient.  The  scope  issued  by  then-Secretary  Coxe  in 
1995  did  not  require  the  study  of  a  new  second  airport,  and 
1  am  not  reopening  that  issue  in  the  context  of  this  review. 

nnmmpnt  nntPfl 

WUIIIIIICIH  1  IWlCU. 

C.2 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional  Airports 

The  DEIR  suggests  that  the  existing  airports  at  Worcester, 

iVlai     icblcl ,  dl  lU  r  lUvlVJci  i^C,  occi  I  luucii  ici ,  i iidy  oCi  vc  ao 

Boston's  "second  airport."  In  the  Final  EIR,  Massport  must 
study  the  planned  improvements  at  those  airports  in 
greater  detail,  to  show  the  effects  upon  passenger  traffic  at 
Logan... Potential  commitments  or  mitigation  relating  to 
regional  transportation  include: 

■  improved  ground  access  to  Worcester  Airport; 

■  widening  Route  3  to  the  New  Hampshire  border,  to 
improve  access  to  Manchester  Airport; 

B  funding  construction  of  a  rail  station  at  Providence 
Airport;  and 

■  implementation  of  the  Urban  Ring  to  improve  transit 
access  to  Logan. 

An  expanded  and  updated  discussion  of  the  regional 

aitomatix/pc  iq  nrocontfiH  in  r^hantpr  9  of  thp  ^nnnlpmpntal 
aiici  1  idii  vco  lo  \j  \  Co  CI  iicu  III     idpiui  c  ui  ii  ic  ou^pici  i  ici  iidi 

DEIS/FEIR.  Massport  supports  all  the  planned  improvement 
projects  that  will  enhance  the  attractiveness  ol  the  regional 
airports  as  altematives  to  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  2.9 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  descnption  of  the 
upcoming  New  England  Airports  System  Study. 

C.3 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

...1  am  requiring  Massport  to  enhance  its  PPP  study, 
including  a  tightly  crafted  exemption  that  will  protect  greatly 
affected  communities  from  losing  connections  to  the  national 
air  networlc. 

Refer  to  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  an 
expanded  discussion  of  PPP.  An  exemption  program  designed  to 
protect  services  to  small  communities  most  reliant  on  Boston  for 
access  to  the  national  airtransport  system  is  descnbed  in 
Section  4.5.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  section 
provides  an  illustrative  exemption  program  and  its  impact  on  the 
delay  reduction  potential  of  PPP. 

C.4 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

1  am  requiring  Massport  to  seek  FAA  approval  for  a  PPP 
program  as  soon  as  it  begins  to  yield  real  benefits. 

Massport  will  take  all  steps  necessary  to  implement  PPP  with 
an  appropriate  exemption  program  when  such  a  program  is 
appropriate.  No  fonnall  FAA  approval  of  PPP  is  required.  Also, 
refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.21 . 

C.5 

Air  Quality 

Emission-Based 
Landing  Fees 

In  the  Generic  EIR  (see  below),  1  am  requiring  Massport 
to  develop  a  system  of  market-based,  revenue-neutral 
landing  fees  that  would  reward  cleaner  planes  with  lower 
charges  on  the  pnnciple  that  "the  polluter  pays." 

The  EOEA  May  7, 1 999  Certificate  on  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  requested  that  Massport  undertake  a  feasibility 
study  of  implementing  measures  to  reduce  Nox  emissions  at 
Logan.  This  study  is  currently  underway  and  will  be  presented 
to  MEPA  by  the  end  of  March  2001. 

C.6 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  To  Logan 

In  the  FEIR  and/or  the  GEIR,  1  have  required  Massport  to 
work  with  the  MBTA  to  improve  transit  access  to  Logan  via 
the  Blue  Line  and  the  Airport  Intermodal  Transit 
Connection  (AITC); 

Massport  is  working  with  the  MBTA  to  improve  transit  access 
to  Logan  Airport  via  the  Blue  Line  and  the 
Airport  Intennodal  Transit  Connector  (AITC).  Section  2.7  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the  proposed 
MBTA  improvements  in  transit  access  to  Logan  Airport.  The 
Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR),  reports  on  the 
status  of  these  ground  transit  improvement  projects. 
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Noise 

Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

In  the  FEIR  and/or  the  GEIR,  1  have  required  Massport  to 
work  with  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  to  limit 
the  use  of  noisier  "hush-kitted"  aircraft; 

Massport's  initial  efforts  have  been  to  focus  discussion  with 
Logan  Airport  earners  to  encourage  substitution  of  full  Stage  3 
certified  aircraft  for  hushkitted  aircraft  where  feasible.  Both  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR 
(previously  GEIR)  discuss  the  status  of  and  potential  for 

rpHiinnn  thp  ii<ip  c\i  hii^hkittpH  ^t;*np  ^  airrr^ft  Rpfprtn 

Section  8.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

C.8 

Air  Quality 

Alternative  Fuels 

In  the  FEIR  and/or  the  GEIR,  1  have  required  Massport  to 
set  numencal  targets  tor  converting  ground  sen/ice 
equipment  to  clean  fuels; 

The  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  reports  on 
Massport's  Alternative  Fuels  Vehicle  program  and  on 
Massport's  efforts  to  encourage  the  use  of  alternative  fuel 
vehicles. 

C.9 

Noise 

PRAS 

In  the  FEIR  and/or  the  GEIR,  1  have  required  Massport  to 
provide  more  accountability  for  FAA  compliance  with  the 
Preterential  Runway  Advisory  System  (PRAS)  goals, 
which  are  intended  to  distnbute  aircraft  noise  more 
equitably  among  affected  communities. 

Massport  has  developed  PRAS  goals  to  which  the  FAA 
attempts  to  achieve  given  weather  and  safety  conditions. 
Section  4.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
evaluation  of  existing  measures  for  monitoring  PRAS 
achievement  and  demonstrates  that  the  FAA  has  improved  its 
performance  relative  to  the  PRAS  goals.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  mitigation  program  includes  additional 
reporting  requirements  recommended  to  enhance  the  Massport 
monitonng  effort. 

CIO 

Noise 

Soundproofing 

In  the  FEIR  and/or  the  GEIR,  1  have  required  Massport  to 
continue  to  implement  and  extend  its  residential 
soundproofing  program,  to  ensure  full  access  for  all 
residents  who  are  entitled  to  its  benefits. 

Section  8.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  describes  the 
sound  insulation  proposed  for  the  affected  residences  that  fall 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  as 
defined  by  the  29M  Low  Fleet  scenano.  Massport  reported  on 
progress  on  its  existing  sound  insulation  program  in  the 
Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR).  In  addition 
sound  insulation  will  be  provided  for  affected  residences 
impacted  by  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  discussed  in  Section 
6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

C.11 

Delay 

Model 

...[Tlfie  Final  EIR  should  thoroughly  explain  and  justify 
Massport's  delay  rrxxfeling,  as  a  response  to  a  number  of 
substantive  comments.  The  Final  EIR  should  explain  the 
differences  among  Massport,  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration,  and  the  Federal  Department  of 
Transportation  methods  of  calculating  delays,  and  discuss 
any  implication  for  the  environmental  analysis.  Information 
on  delays  should  be  presented  in  quantitative  temis  (e.g., 
average  minutes  of  delay  per  flight),  and  compared  over  time 
at  least  since  1993  for  Logan  and  other  ma|or  U.S.  airports. 

Chapter  4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a  discussion 
on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays  used  in  ttie  Airside 
Project.  Chapter  1  and  Appendix  C  include  a  descnption  of 
measures  used  by  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  to  calculate  delay,  the 
limitations  of  those  measures,  an  explanation  of  computer  models 
for  estimating  flight  delays,  and  histoncal  delay  data  at 
Logan  Airport  and  other  major  United  States  airports. 

C.12 

Delay 

Model 

...The  Final  EIR  should  clanfy  the  base  case  year  used  in 
the  delay  analysis  (and  other  areas,  such  as  noise  and  air 
emissions).  If  1993  was  indeed  the  base  year,  the  FEIR 
should  include  a  "sensitivity  analysis"  using  a  more  recent 
year  (or  average  of  several  recent  years)  as  a  baseline, 
and  evaluate  the  effect  on  Uie  report's  conclusions. 

Using  1993  had  the  benefit  of  representing  a  worst  case 
scenano  for  both  noise  impacts  and  delays  due  to 
over-scheduling.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes 
delay  and  environmental  analyses  for  1998  to  reflect  current 
conditions  and  provide  context  to  the  delay  problem  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  No  Action  Alternative  is  the  appropriate 
"base"  comparison  for  assessing  future  year  conditions  and 
the  effectiveness  of  the  Airside  Project.  The  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  expands  upon  the  discussion  between  current 
and  histoncal  conditions  and  can  be  found  in  Section  4.2  of  ' 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

C.13 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional  Airports 

...[T]he  FEIR  must  report  on  the  current  status  of  ground 
access  improvements  to  all  four  airports  proposed  by 
state  transportation  agencies  in  Massachusetts  or  other 
states  ...  including  projected  dates  for  completion  of 
studies  and/or  construction. 

Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the 
impact  of  planned  ground  access  improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport  and  the  regional  airports  on  passenger  traffic  ■ 
levels  and  high-speed  rail  passenger  diversion  estimates. 
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0.14 

i 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional  Airports 

...[T]he  FEIR  must  quantify  the  effects  of  tfiese 
measures  upon  projected  passenger  levels  at  each  of 
the  airports,  including  Logan.  The  projections  for 
ridership  on  Amtrak's  high-speed  rail,  and  potential 
diversions  from  Logan,  should  also  be  updated  to  reflect 
the  best  current  information. 

Section  2.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses 
passenger  and  activity  growth  at  the  regional  airports  and 
their  effect  on  Logan  Airport's  projected  passenger  and 
activity  levels.  With  regard  to  ridership  projections  on 
Amtrak's  high-speed  rail,  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
described  in  detail  the  best  current  information.  No  updated 
projections  are  available.  Refer  to  Appendix  B  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  Amtrak's  letter  stating  that  no 
revised  ridership  estimates  are  available. 

0.15 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional  Airports 

...1  caution  both  Massport  and  reviewers  not  to  focus  on 
the  impacts  associated  with  the  45  million  passenger 
scenario,  but  rather  on  the  impacts  of  the  37.5  million 
passenger  scenario 

Extensive  analysis  of  impacts  of  the  37.5  million  scenario  is 
discussed  in  detail  in  Chapters  5  and  6  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

0.16 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional  Airports 

. .  .[I]t  is  more  important  than  ever  that  we  understand  the 
environmental  impacts  of  increased  use  of  regional 
airports... The  FEIR  must  try  to  evaluate  the 
environmental  impacts  of  these  improvements  on  a 
regional,  as  well  as  a  local  basis... Because  Manchester 
and  Providence  airports  are  in  other  states,  and  because 
the  proposed  ground  access  improvements  at  Worcester 
are  at  such  a  preliminary  stage,  1  am  not  requiring 
Massport  to  perform  independent  EIR  level  review  of 
local  impacts  at  those  facilities.  Rather,  Massport  should 
rely  upon  existing  reports  to  summarize  information  on 
the  predicted  levels  of  environmental  impacts  (such  as 
noise  contours,  air  emissions,  vehicle  miles  traveled,  and 
impacts  on  wetlands  and  other  cntical  resources)  caused 
by  the  physical  improvements  and  predicted  passenger 
levels... 

Appendix  B  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  describes 
available  environmental  documents  for  the  regional  airports 
(T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester,  Worcester  Regional 
and  Hanscom  Field  airports)  and  summanzes  predicted 
levels  of  environmental  impacts  of  proposed  improvement 
projects  and  forecast  activity  levels. 

C.17 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional  Airports 

Many  commenters  have  urged  the  study  of  a  new  second 
major  airport  as  an  alternative  to  this  project.  The  scope 
did  not  require  this  analysis,  and  1  am  not  reopening  that 
issue  in  the  context  of  the  airside  project  review. 

Comment  noted. 
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C.18     I  Regional 


Topic  2 

Regional  Airports 


Transponation 


C.I  9  Regional 

Transportation 


C.20  Regional 

Transportation 


C.21  Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 


Comment 

Many  comments  have  also  suggested  that  commercial  service 
at  Hanscom  Field  in  Bedford  should  be  considered  as  a  project 
alternative.  Massport  argues  that  commercial  sen/ice  at 
Hanscom  is  not  likely  to  constitute  a  feasible  alternative  to 
Logan  in  the  foreseeable  future... [T)o  back  up  Massports 
contention,  the  Final  EIR  should  address  in  qualitative  terms 
the  environmental  impacts  of  commercial  service  at  Hanscom; 
opportunities  to  divert  an  even  higher  share  of  Logan's  GA 
operations  to  Hanscom  and  other  regional  airports  and  any 
legal  impediments  to  such  measures. 


Regional  Airports 


Regional  Aiiporis 


New  Bedford  Airport  has  been  suggested  as  a  reliever  airport 
for  cargo  traffic.  Massport  should  report  upon  the  status  of 
t^EPA  review  for  the  proposed  expansion  of  New  Bedford 
Airport  (EOEA  #10316),  which  had  previously  involved  the 
filling  of  an  unprecedented  area  (over  40  acres)  of  protected 
wetlands. 

The  Proposed  Section  61  Findings  must  detail  specific  steps  to 
be  taken  by  Massport  and  other  state  transportation  agencies, 
to  ensure  that  Worcester,  Manchester,  and  Providence 
aiiports,  together  with  Logan,  will  operate  jointly  as  the  key 
elements  in  an  efficient  and  environmentally  balanced  regional 
air  network. 

I  find  that  the  DEIR  has  not  provided  enough  information  to 
discount  PPP  as  a  legitimate  (and  perhaps  even  necessary) 
part  of  the  environmental  mitigation  associated  with  any 
airside  improvements.  The  Final  EIR  must  include  a  much 
more  refined  analysis  of  Peak  Period  Pricing,  including  a  full 
evaluation  of  positive  and  negative  environmental  impacts... 
The  analysis  should  account  for  potential  alterations  in  flight 
mix  resulting  from  PPP  {i.e..  the  possibility  of  flight 
consolidation  to  Logan  or  diversion  to  other  airports),  and  it 
should  draw  upon  past  PPP  analysis,  such  as  the  PACE 
program  and  the  1 993  Strategic  Assessment  Report.  Most 
importantly,  the  Final  EIR  should  re-analyze  the  delay  effects 
of  a  PPP  program  that  contains  a  tightly  crafted  exemption 
for  greatly  affected  communities,  to  ensure  that  they  do  not 
lose  access,  through  Logan  or  other  regional  airports,  to  the 
national  air  network. 


Response  1 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field  in 
the  analysis  o(  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which  sen/es 
as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport  already 
accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft  operations 
(183,000  operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field  activity 
includes  private,  business,  charter,  and  air  taxi  operations  that 
might  othenwise  use  Logan  Airport.  Since  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed,  Shuttle  Amenca,  a  newly  founded  airline, 
began  commercial  scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Field, 
offering  limited  turtcprop  services  to  short-haul  regional  mar1<ets 
-  Trenton,  Buffalo,  Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington, 
Delaware  (discontinued),  and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  Amenca  is 
also  conducting  operations  between  Hanscom  and  New  York 
LaGuardia  Airport  While  Massport  supports  commercial  service 
at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its  established  policy  (60-seat 
regulation),  it  believes  that  Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as 
a  major  general  aviation  reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity 
to  Logan,  Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airports  will 
prevent  its  development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport. 
Additionally,  commuter  airlines  sen^ng  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely 
to  move  a  significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to 
Hanscom  Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of  passengers  on 
Logan  Airports  commuter  flights  connect  to  other  Logan  Airport 
flights.  However,  any  new  commercial  service  initatlves  proposed 
for  Hanscom  Field  shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the 
Hanscom  GEIR  (HGEIR),  its  Annual  Updates,  and  applicable 
regulatory  limitations,  and  shall  be  considered  by  the 
Hanscom  Field  Advisory  Committee,  Refer  to  Section  2.6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Hanscom  Field.  The 
environmental  impacts  of  commercial  services  at  Hanscom  Field 
are  summanzed  from  the  HGEIR  and  appear  in  Appendix  B  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

(Passport  reports  on  the  status  of  the  New  Bedford  Airport  Project 
in  Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

See  also  the  Proposed  Section  61  Findings  in  Section  8.7  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an  updated 
discussion  of  PPP  at  Logan  Airport  and  an  analysis  of  the 
implications  of  an  illustrative  conceptual  small  community 
exemption  program. 

PPP  was  included  among  the  Airside  Project  alternatives  to 
address  delays  caused  by  over-scheduling.  In  the  current 
environment,  airline  over-scheduling  is  not  a  significant  contributo 
to  Logan  Airport  delays  and,  therefore,  PPP  was  not 
recommended  for  immediate  implementation.  In  addition,  PPP 
imposes  significant  costs  on  regional  airlines  and  is  expected  to 
restnct  access  to  certain  markets. 
The  potential  impact  of  PPP  on  the  fleet  mix  at  Logan  Aiiport  is 
discussed  in  Section  4.5.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  4.5.3  of  ttie  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  program. 
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C.22 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

In  the  Final  EIR  and  ttie  Proposed  Section  61  Rndings, 
Massport  should  commit  to  regular  monitonng  of 
peak-penod  airiine  schedules  and  delays,  to  be  reported  in 
the  Generic  EIR  and  its  Annual  Updates. 

Refer  to  Section  4.5.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  proposed  PPP  Monitonng  Program,  which  is 
designed  to  identify  the  conditions  when  airiine  overscheduling 
will  become  a  significant  contributor  of  delay.  See  also  the 
Proposed  Section  61  Findings  in  Section  8.7  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

C.23 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

The  Final  EIR  must  also  define  appropriate  conditions  at 
which  IVIassport  will  begin  seeking  the  necessary  federal 
and  state  regulatory  processes,  in  order  to  implement  a 
property  structured  PPP  program. 

Refer  to  Section  4.5.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

C.24 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

Public  Process 

...the  Final  EIR  should  include  more  detailed 
demographic  data  on  the  affected  populations  in  both 
tabular  and  graphic  form,  analysis  of  the  full  range  of 
impacts  (including  noise  impacts  within  the  60  dB 
contour),  a  comparison  of  the  affected  population  with 
that  of  Boston  and  the  other  affected  municipalities,  and 
a  discussion  of  the  community  participation  process  used 
in  prepanng  the  Draft  and  Final  EIRs. 

More  detailed  graphics  showing  affected  population  and  land 
uses  are  set  out  in  Chapters  5  and  6  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  Also,  data  on  noise-affected  population  have 
been  added  or  made  clearer  in  tables  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

There  was  an  extensive  public  participation  and  review 
process  during  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Public 
comments  were  received  on  the  ENF  after  it  was  filed  dunng 

the  summer  of  1995.  In  the  fall  of  1995,  several  public 
scoping  sessions  were  held  to  provide  community  input  to  the 
subsequent  state  and  federal  scopes  for  the  project.  To 
assure  that  the  Airside  analysis  was  conducted  with 
awareness  and  input  from  all  concerned  parties,  the  Massport 
Board  established  the  Airside  Review  Committee  (ARC), 
which  consists  of  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  (with 
representatives  from  24  communities  surrounding 
Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry 
organizations.  Massport  also  funded  independent  consultants 
for  the  CAC  to  provide  them  with  the  capacity  to 
professionally  assess  the  analysis  and  conclusions  of  the 
Airside  Study.  Between  1995  and  1999.  Massport  held 
16  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an  additional  15  meetings  with 
just  the  CAC,  and  several  meetings  with  the  CAC 
consultants.  In  addition,  Massport  made  29  presentations  to 
elected  officials,  most  of  whom  represent  Logan  Airport's 
neighboring  communities,  and  Massport  held  45  meetings 
witli  community  and  business  leaders,  reaching  an  audience 
of  more  than  3,000  people.  During  the  public  comment  period 
on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  FAA  held  two  public  hearings. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA  s  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
F/\A  s  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Govemor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropnate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  answers  to  key 
letters  wntten  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies 
and  public  officials  responding  to  the  Draft  ElS/ElR,  and  a 
series  of  15  visual  and  wntten  presentations  from  the 
Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent 
industry  experts. 
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Code     Topici  Topic  2  Comment 

0.25       Noise  Mitigation  I  am  convinced  that  simply  soundproofing  the  most  affected 

residences  and  completing  ttie  phase-In  of  quieter  Stage  3 
aircraft  which  is  required  under  Federal  law  by  the  end  of 
1 999,  cannot  be  the  final  answers  to  the  issue  of  noise 
mitigation. 


C.26  Noise 


0.27  Noise 


0.28  Noise 


0.29  Noise 


Impacts  ...  The  Final  EIR  should  quantify  the  number  of  "new" 

people  Within  each  noise  contour  under  the  preferred 
alternative.  It  should  also  present  information  on  the  60-65 
dB  noise  contour  within  the  text,  and  not  just  in  the 
appendices. 

Nighttime  Noise        At  the  core  of  the  noise  abatement  policy  stands  the 

commitment  in  the  1994/95  GEIR  to  "minimizing  nighttme 
noise  and  to  addressing  and  responding  to  noise  issues  and 
complaints." . .  it  is  time  to  turn  these  general  policy  goals  into 
speafic  noise  mitigation  commitments. 

Soundproofing         The  Final  EIR  and  the  Proposed  Section  61  Finding  should 
contain  feasible  implementation  measures  to  ensure  full 
access  to  the  soundproofing  program  for  all  residents  who  are 
entitled  to  its  benefits. 

Mitigation  Given  the  numbier  of  people  who  are  potenbally  ineligible  for 

soundt>roofing  because  of  modeling  limitations,  in  the  Final  EIR 
Masspon  should  examine  further  refinements  to  its  contours 
ttiat  would  ensure  full  access  to  soundproofing  for  all  affected 
residents.  Also  in  the  Final  EIR,  (Passport  must  commit  to 
providing  soundproofing  for  all  residents  currently  within  the 
65  dB  contour,  even  if  they  would  otheiwise  lose  their  eligibility 
as  a  result  of  this  project. 


Response 

Massporfs  Nase  Rules  and  FAA-approved  sound  insulation 
program  have  been  only  two  elements  of  its  overall  noise 
abatement  program.  An  expanded  discussion  of  Massports  Noise 
Abatement  Program  is  included  in  Chapters  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  Massport  is  currently  supporting  FAA's  effort  to  improve 
conformance  to  the  new  Runway  27  flight  comdor  and  explored 
means  of  extending  its  sound  insulation  program  through  innovative 
investigation  of  hill  effects  on  sound  propagation  as  discussed  in  the 
Logan  Aiipori  1999  ESPR.  Massport  is  also  actively  involved  in 
encouraging  growth  at  Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  other 
alternative  airports,  and  is  committed  to  monitonng  and  improving 
the  PRAS. 


Refer  to  Tables  5.2-3  and  6.2-3  through  6.2-5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  population  data  down  to  DNL 
values  of  60  dB.  Also,  refer  to  newly  included  and  newly 
excluded  populations  attributable  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  in 
Tables  6.2-6  through  6.2-7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.7. 

Massport  is  committed  to  a  comprehensive  noise  abatement 
program,  including  addressing  nighttime  noise,  as  set  out  in 
response  to  Comment  C.25.  ^ 

Massport  is  committed  to  ensuring  access  to  sound  insulation  for  all 
eligible  dwelling  units.  See  also  the  Proposed  Section  61  Findings  in 
Section  8.7  of  the  Supplementel  DEIS/FEIR. 

Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels  have 
been  reported  in  Logan  Airporfs  various  GEIRs  and 
Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  dose-in 
locations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1 996  through  modification  of 
source  levels  to  better  account  for  over-water  sound  propagation 
and  apparent  use  of  higher  engine  power  settings  than  are  normally 
assumed  in  the  noise  model's  database  (Refer  to  Appendix  F  of  the 
LoganAirport  1996  Annual  Ufxiate).  In  1998.  differences  between 
measured  and  modeled  noise  became  even  less  when  Massport 
upgraded  its  monitonng  system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused 
only  by  arcraft  -  a  metric  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure 
levels  predicted  by  the  noise  model.  At  sites  having  exposure  levels 
of  60  dB  or  more,  tfiis  improvement  to  the  monitoring  system 
brought  measured  and  modeled  DNL  values  to  within  0.2  dB  of 
each  other  (Refer to  Chapter  6  of  the  LoganAirport  1999  ESPR 
(previously  GEIR)).  Massport  continues  to  investigate  possible 
causes  for  remaining  differences  (such  as  from  hill  effects)  and 
continues  to  pursue  FAA  approval  of  noise  model  adjustments  that 
would  peimit  expansion  of  its  sound  insulation  program  to  include 
the  effects  of  terrain.  Massport  also  expects  to  extend  eligibility  lines 
to  include  boundaries  that  follow  local  streets  rattier  than  strict  noise 
contour  lines.  Nevertheless,  Massport  contnues  to  believe  that  the 
FAA's  INM  noise  model  used  in  the  /\irside  Project  noise  analyses 
accurately  represents  expected  noise  exposure. 

To  the  extent  that  federal  regulations  permit  and  that  funding  is 
available,  ttie  proposed  sound  insulation  program  will  include:  (i)  all 
residences  that  fall  within  ttie  Preferred  Alternative's  65  dB 
Day-Nght  Sound  Level  contour  when  compared  to  the 
Airside  Prqecf  s  No  Action  Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound 
Level  contour,  and  (ii)  Massport  and  the  FAA  vwll  continue  to  sound 
insulate  and  work  to  complete  the  current  2-year  sound  insulation 
program  as  presented  in  the  Logan  Aiporl  1999  ESPR.  For  the 
eligible  residences,  the  FAA  vM  fund  building  code  upgrades,  to  the 
extent  necessary,  to  implement  sound  insulation  improvements. 
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0.30  i 

Noise 

Soundproofing 

1  am  concerned  that  the  residences  most  in  need  of 
soundproofing  will  be  in  low  income  areas  with  relatively 
high  proportions  of  sub-standard  housing.  The  Final  EIR 
should  explain  how  often  such  circumstances  have 
occurred  in  the  past.  If  some  (presumably  low  income) 
residents  are  likely  to  be  denied  noise  mitigation  on  this 
grounds,  the  FEIR  and  the  Proposed  Section  61  Finding 

chniilH  f'AnciHQr  finanrial  nr  Athor  nrnnramc  tr>  onciiro 
bItUUiU  LUllblvJcl  nildnLlai  Ul  Ulllcl  {JlUyidillo  lU  CMoUIC 

equal  access  to  noise  mitigation. 

Federal  requirements  typically  exclude  the  FAA  from  any 
responsibility  to  bring  a  building  up  to  code  when  the 
stmcture  is  sub-standard  but  othenwise  qualifies  to  participate 
in  an  airport  sponsored  sound  insulation  program.  However, 
to  address  impacts  in  particular  projects  such  as  the 
proposed  Airside  Project,  FAA  has  discretion  to  use  grant 
funds  to  bring  buildings  up  to  code  as  part  of  the  mitigation 

nrnnram  tn  tho  ovtont  ciiph  imnrnwomontc  aro  raniiiroH  in 

{jiuyidiii  lu  iiic  caLciu  ouuii  iiiipiuvcnicnio  aic  icquiicu  lu 
proceed  with  the  sound  insulation  wori<.  The  mitigation 
program  for  the  Airside  Project  includes  use  of  grant  funds  for 
such  purposes.  For  the  eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund 
building  code  improvements,  to  the  extent  necessary,  to 
implement  effective  sound  insulation  treatment.  See  also  the 
Proposed  Section  61  Findings  in  Section  8.7  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

C.31 

Noise 

PRAS 

...the  Rnal  EIR  should  discuss  whether  any  updates  of  the 
PRAS  goals  are  contemplated,  and  detail  any  mechanisms 
TOr  ensunny  inai  ine  proyrdm  luiiiiis  iib  oujcoiivc  ui  orcauiiy 
an  equitable  noise  distribution. 

Section  4.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  demonstrates 
that  there  have  been  no  significant  demographic  changes  to 
wdrrdiii  art  upuaic  oi  ine  r nno  goais.  i  ne 
Preferred  Alternative  mitigation  program  includes  additional 
reporting  requirements  recommended  to  enhance  the  PRAS 
monitoring  effort.  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
addresses  the  reductions  in  numbers  of  most  highly  exposed 
people  that  benefit  from  improved  PRAS  achievement  under 
the  Prefened  Alternative.  These  reductions  are  consistent 
with  the  PRAS  goals. 

Noise 

DD  AC 

iviasspon  musi  snow  in  ine  rtin  inai  its  preuiciion  or  ine 
future  effects  of  the  PRAS  goals  do  not  over-estimate 
FAA's  ability  and  willingness  to  implement  them,  as  based 
on  past  experience. 

occiion  4.0  01  tne  ouppiemeniai  utio/rtin  oemonsiraies 
that  the  FAA  has  improved  its  performance  in  achieving  the 
PRAS  goals  since  the  enhanced  PRAS  was  installed.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  mitigation  program  includes  several  new 
elements  for  an  expanded  PRAS  monitoring  and  reporting 
system  to  encourage  FAA  controllers.  The  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32  would  enable  FAA  controllers  to  significantly 
improve  achievement  of  PRAS  goals. 

C.33 

Noise 

PRAS 

...the  FEIR  and  the  Proposed  Section  61  Finding  must 
include  protocols  for  monitonng  adherence  to  the  PRAS 
goals,  and  penodic  disclosure  of  the  monitoring  results... 

Refer  to  Section  4.3.5  on  PRAS  monitoring  and  Section  8.5  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  regarding  Massport's  continued 
commitment  to  improve  PRAS  monitoring  and  periodic 
disclosure.  See  also  the  Proposed  Section  61  Findings  in 
Section  8.7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

C.34 

Noise 

PRAS 

The  Final  EIR  should  discuss  the  relationship  between  the 
airside  program  and  the  recently  completed  Runway  27 
EIS,  describe  any  cumulative  impacts  on  the  conidor,  and 
analyze  the  consistency  of  the  noise  impacts  with  the 
PRAS  goals. 

Section  5.2.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  addresses 
differences  in  flight  tracks  between  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  the  Runway  27  EIS,  and  the  Logan  Airport  1997 
and  1998  Annual  Updates.  Updates  of  the  noise  contours 
from  operations  on  all  mnways,  including  for  Runway  27,  is 
discussed  in  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

C.35 

Noise 

Nighttime  Noise 

...the  PRAS  goals  seek  to  route  all  nighttime  flights  over 
the  water  between  12PM  and  6AM.  In  the  FEIR,  Massport 
should  report  on  the  feasibility  of  extending  this  preferential 

Section  4.3.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  extending  the  preferential  nighttime  period  from 
10  PM  to  7  AM. 

nighttime  period  to  the  hours  of  10  PM  to  7  AM,  and  the 
effect  of  this  change  on  noise  levels  and  contours. 
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C.36 

Noise 

Hushkitted 
Aircraft 

Massport  should  begin  discussions  now  with  FAA,  with  the 
goal  of  instituting  restrictions,  either  locally  or  nationally,  on 
hushkitted  Stage  3  aircraft. 

Massport  commits  to  continue  discussions  with  airlines  with 
the  goal  of  reducing  use  of  hushkitted  Stage  3  aircraft  at 
Logan  Airport. 

C.37 

Air  Quality 

Emissions-Based 
Landing  Fees 

Now  is  the  time  to  implement  the  broad  goal  of  maintaining 
or  reducing  Logan's  overall  environmental  impacts,  even 
as  annual  passenger  volumes  nse  in  the  future. 

To  make  this  commitment  more  effective,  in  the  GEIR 
Massport  must  examine  the  feasibility  of  a  system  of 
market-based,  revenue-neutral  landing  fees  that  reward 
cleaner  planes  with  lower  charges,  on  the  pnnciple  that 
'Ihe  polluter  pays." ...  In  the  GEIR,  1  am  directing  Massport 
to  develop  and  model  a  system  of  emissions-based 
landing  fees. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.5. 

C.38 

Air  Quality 

Alternative  Fuels 

As  an  initial  step  toward  reducing  emissions,  f^ssport 
shoukJ  set  numerical  annual  targets  in  the  GEIR  for  the 
conversion  of  its  tenants'  ground  sen/ice  equipment  to  dean 
fuels,  and  for  providing  electnc  power  to  aircraft  at  all  gates. 

As  specified  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  Massport  will  use 
the  results  of  its  alternative  fuel  survey  to  evaluate  the  feasibility  of 
setting  alternative  fuel  targets  for  tenant  ground  service 
equipment  and  vehicles. 

C.39 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  To  Logan 

One  of  the  cornerstones  of  Massport's  ground  access 
strategy  is  a  commitment  to  a  35.2%  mode  share  for  High 
Occupancy  Vehicles  (HOV)  when  passenger  volumes 
reach  37.5  million  annually.  ...(Ajlthough  this  goal 
translates  into  an  increase  in  HOV  mode  shares  from  the 
present,  it  also  represents  a  substantial  increase  in  the 
absolute  number  of  non-HOV  tnps  to  the  airport,  due  to  the 
large  increase  in  total  number  of  passengers.  Massport 
has  not  shown  how  these  non-HOV  trips  will  be 
accommodated  under  the  pari<ing  freeze. 

Massport  should  consider  a  higher  target  percentage  for 
HOV  at  37.5  million  annual  passengers,  and  discuss  the 
issue  in  the  GEIR. 

The  Logar)  Airport  1999  ESPR  (formeriy  the  GEIR)  which  was 
filed  on  December  15,  2000,  examines  the  feasibility  of  a 
higher  target  percentage  for  air  passenger  HOV  ndership 
than  35.2  percent  and  discusses  parking  demand  and 
management. 

C.40 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  To  Logan 

Massport  should  also  consider  enforcement  mechanisms 
for  whatever  HOV  percentage  emerges. . . 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.39.  ■ 

C.41 

Ground 
Transportation 

Mitigation 

In  the  GEIR,  Massport  should  also  consider  the 
consolidation  of  rental  car  lots  and  the  courtesy  vehicles 
serving  them. 

The  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR),  which  was  filed 
on  December  15, 2000.  discusses  the  benefits  of  consolidating 
rental  car  lots  and  the  courtesy  vehicles  serving  them. 

C.42 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  To  Logan 

. .  .[T]he  Final  EIR  and  the  analysis  in  the  next  GEIR  should 
reflect  proposed  MBTA  improvements  in  transit  access  to 
Logan,  including  the  AfTC,  the  Blue  Line  modernization,  and 
the  Urtan  Ring. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.6. 

C.43 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

Any  proposal  to  use  Runway  14/32  in  a  bidirectional 
manner  would  need  additional  MEPA  review,  including  the 
scoping,  preparation,  and  review  of  an  entirely  new  EIR 
document. 

Massport  agrees  with  this  comment.  The  projected 
unidirectional  use  of  Runway  14/32  is  based  upon  operational, 
efficiency  and  safety  concerns,  as  well  as  environmental 
considerations.  Moreover,  the  environmental  analyses 
developed  for  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  are  based  upon  the 
proposed  runway  being  used  in  a  unidirectional  manner  {i.e.,  it 
will  be  available  only  for  arrivals  and  departures  conducted  over 
Boston  HartKDr).  The  unidirectional  limitation  is  inherent  to  the 
Runway  1 4/32  concept  that  is  the  sub|ect  of  the  Federal  and 
state  environmental  review  processes. 

C.44 

Environmental 
Review  Process 

MEPA 

The  Proposed  Secton  61  Rndings  in  the  Final  EIR  stxjuld 
include  this  enforceable  commitment  to  unidirectionality.  Tfie 
Final  EIR  should  also  document  any  other  legal  or 
administrative  processes,  or  any  operational  or 
environmental  constraints  that  can  assure  unidirectionality. 

Draft  Section  61  Findings  are  in  Section  8.7  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer  to  the  discussion  of  unidirectionality  in  Section  8.5  of  the 
supplemental  utio/rhiH. 

C.45 

:  Construction 

Mitigation 

The  Final  EIR  should  include  a  detailed  constniction 
management  plan  that  quantifies  the  number  of  daily  and 
total  truck  trips. 

A  discussion  of  the  construction  phasing,  truck  trips,  and 
mitigation  measures  to  be  employed  dunng  construction  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  is  presented  in  Section  6.9  of  the 

Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
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0.46 

Conslnjction 

Impacts 

The  Final  EIR  should  also  address  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
those  construction  activities  for  the  airside  projects  occurring 
simultaneously  with  Central  Artery/Tunnel  construction  in 
East  Boston,  other  projects  at  Logan  Airport,  and  any  other 
major  construction  activities  planned  to  occur  in  East  Boston. 

The  cumulative  construction  impacts  assxiated  with  the  airside 
projects  occumng  simultaneously  with  the  Central  Artery/Tunnel 
(CA/T)  construction  and  other  projects  at  Logan  Aiiport  and  in 
East  Boston  are  not  anticipated  to  be  significant  because  of 
project  coordination  and  mitigation  programs  that  will  reduce 
constmction  penod  impacts.  The  peak  cumulative  construction 
traffic  would  occur  in  2003,  mostiy  as  a  result  of  concurrent  CA/T 
constmction  on  the  airport.  Tmck  traffic  associated  with 
constmction  decreases  significantly  after  2003  as  CA/T 
constmction  on  the  airport  is  completed.  Refer  to  Section  7.5  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  cumulative 
constmction  impacts. 

0.47 

Construction 

Impacts 

The  Final  EIR  should  also  disclose  the  full  impacts  of  any 
nighttime  construction,  and  include  an  analysis  of  nighttime 
constmction  noise  in  residential  areas  potentially  affected. 

Section  6.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  an 
analysis  of  nighttime  constmction  noise  in  potentially  affected 
residential  areas.  There  is  no  significant  impact. 

0.48 

Construction 

Air  Quality 

The  Final  EIR  and  the  GEIR  should  also  discuss  the 
feasibility  of  Massport's  participation  in  the  Clean  Air 
Construction  Initiative,  both  w/ith  respect  to  this  project  and 
other  construction  projects  at  the  airport.  The  Proposed 
Section  61  Findings  should  include  appropriate 
commitments  for  construction  penod  mitigation,  in 
particular  for  the  traffic,  air  quality,  and  noise  impacts 
discussed  above. 

As  stated  in  Section  6.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
Massport  is  committed  to  implementing  the  Clean  Air 
Constmction  Initiative  in  cooperation  with  MADEP  and 
Northeast  States  for  Coordinated  Air  Use  Management 
(NESCAUM).  Furthermore,  construction  will  confomn  to 
FAA  AC  150/5370-1  OA,  Standards  for  Specifying  Construction 
of  Airports. 

See  also  the  Proposed  Section  61  Findings  in  Section  8.7  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

0.49 

Soil/Sediment 

Reuse/Disposal 

Massport's  preferred  altemative  involves  a  substantial 
amount  of  soil  excavation.  The  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  has  raised  several  issues 
regarding  excavate  classification  and  management,  to 
which  the  Final  EIR  should  respond  in  detail. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  presented  language  to 
provide  context  for  Governors  Island  soil  classification  that 
was  initially  conducted  before  the  cunent  Massachusetts 
Contingency  Plan  (MCP)  was  implemented.  The  volume  of 
excavate  has  been  reduced  as  a  result  of  the  on-going 
removal  of  stockpiled  Central  Artery/Tunnel  soil  material  from 
Governors  Island,  and  the  findings  of  a  subsurface 
investigation  program  show  that  much  of  the  existing  soil 
matenal  on  the  airport  is  suitable  for  constmction  and 
therefore  does  not  have  to  be  removed.  The  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  DEP  comments 
and  to  minimize  confusion  between  the  two  classification 
terminologies. 

0.50 

;  Noise 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

The  Final  EIR  should  analyze  tiie  environmental  impacts 
of  the  airside  projects  (including  cumulative  impacts  with 
other  airport  operations)  on  the  Hartxjr  Islands,  Amold 
Art)oretum,  Franklin  Park,  and  the  Emerald  Necklace. 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  additional  analysis  of 
the  project  relative  to  pari^lands.  As  depicted  in  Figure  6.3-4 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  the  Amold  Arboretum, 
Emerald  Necklace,  and  Franklin  Park  are  well  outside  the 

65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  associated  with  the 
Preferred  Altemative.  Therefore,  the  Airside  Project  will  have 
no  impact  on  these  parklands.  In  addition,  the 
Boston  Harbor  Islands,  while  within  the  No  Action  Altemative 
65  dB  DNL  noise  contour,  will  have  no  noise  increase  under 
the  Preferred  Alternative.  Refer  to  Section  6.3  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  discussion  of 
parklands.  See  also  49  U.S.C.  Section  47101  (h)  (2)  which 
provides  that  Logan  Airport  operations  are  not  deemed  to 
constitute  use  of  the  Boston  Harbor  Islands. 


Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  Draft  EIR 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


SUPPLEMENTAL  DRAFT  EIS/FlNAL  EIR 


Code 

C.51 


Topic  1 

Ecosystem 


Topic  2 

Rare  Species 


C.52      Environmental  MEPA 
Review 
Process 


C.53      Environmental  MEPA 
Review 
Process 

C.54      Environmental  FAA/NEPA 
Review 
Process 


Comment 

The  discussion  of  on-site  mitigation  [for  rare  species 
impacts]  in  tfie  DEIR  is  generally  adequate.  The  Final  EIR 
should  provide  greater  detail  on  the  proposed  off-site 
mitigation,  including  the  specifics  of  the  habitat  restoration 
proposed  at  the  [Massachusetts  IMilitary  Reservation.  The 
Final  EIR  should  also  include  sufficient  information  for  the 
Natural  Hentage  Program  to  evaluate  the  merits  of  a 
Conservation  Permit.  The  Proposed  Section  61  Finding 
should  include  all  on-site  and  off-site  mitigation  for  impacts 
to  rare  species. 


The  Final  EIR  should  include  Proposed  Section  61 
Findings  for  each  area  of  impact  associated  with 
Massport's  preferred  altemative.  I  remind  Massport  of 
the  importance  of  the  Section  61  Findings  as  a 
mechanism  for  formalizing  the  mitigation  commitments 
that  emerge  from  the  EIR  process,  and  I  expect  that  the 
Section  61  Findings  will  commit  to  appropnate  mitigation. 

The  Final  EIR  should  include  a  copy  of  this  Certificate 
and  copies  of  all  comments  received,  and  il  should 
respond  to  all  substantive  comments  received. 

For  those  who  submitted  form  letters  for  which 
addresses  are  available,  Massport  should  send  a  Notice 
of  Availability  of  the  Final  EIR  and  include  information  on 
comment  deadlines  and  the  time-sensitive  nature  of  the 
review  process.  For  those  who  submitted  individual 
comment  letters,  Massport  should  circulate  an  Executive 
Summary  of  the  Final  EIR. ...  Massport  should  circulate 
the  full  Final  EIR  to  its  standard  distnbution  list  of 
agencies  and  community  groups,  as  well  as  to  any 
additional  parties  specified  In  Section  1 1.16  of  the  MEPA 
regulations.. ..[Massport  should]  furnish  a  full  copy  of  the 
EIR  to  any  party  who  requests  a  copy. 


Response 

Massport  has  developed  a  comprehensive  on-site  and  off-site 
Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  mitigation  plan  in  close 
coordination  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and 
Endangered  Species  Program  (NHESP)  for  loss  of  such 
habitat  at  Logan  Airport  from  construction  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  plan  strives  to  enhance  protection 
of  remaining  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at  Logan  Airport 
without  increasing  the  aviation  safety  hazards  typically 
associated  with  birds  or  hazards  to  the  birds.  Additionally,  it  is 
expected  that  an  area  of  former  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at 
Camp  Edwards  on  Cape  Cod  will  be  restored  to  grassland 
habitat  by  removing  woody  and  shnjb  vegetation  to 
encourage  enhancement  of  the  Upland  Sandpiper  regional 
population.  This  restoration  effort  provides  a  unique 
opportunity  to  expand  grasslands  in  the  Commonwealth  far 
exceeding  the  ±40  acres  to  be  lost  at  Logan  Airport  In  the 
event  that  such  a  program  at  Camp  Edwards  is  not  available, 
an  appropriate  altemative  program  acceptable  to  the  NHESP 
will  be  developed  and  implemented.  Additional  details  of  the 
Upland  Sandpiper  mitigation  plan  are  presented  in 
Section  6.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Draft  Section  61  Findings  are  in  Section  8.7  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


The  Final  EIR  includes  a  copy  of  the  MEPA  Certificate  and 
copies  of  all  comments  received.  The  Final  EIR  also  includes 
responses  to  all  substantive  comments. 

A  Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has 
been  sent  to  those  who  submitted  form  letters  for  which 
addresses  are  available.  The  Notice  includes  information  on 
comment  deadlines. 

An  Executive  Summary  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has 
been  circulated  to  those  who  submitted  individual  comment 
letters. 

A  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has  been  sent  to  Massport's 
standard  distribution  list  of  agencies  and  community  groups 
as  well  as  to  additional  parties  specified  in  Section  1 1 .16  of 
the  MEPA  regulations.  A  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  will  be 
furnished  to  any  party  who  requests  a  copy. 
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May  13,  1999 


LETTER  1 


Ms,  Jane  Garvcy : 
Administrator 
Federal  Avia£on  Adciinistxatian 
800  Ladcpcndcoce  Ave,  SW 
WashingtC7n.DC2D591 

Dear  Axiinini£tr«Jor  Garvcy. 

I  wnte  to  cxpr«  Jmy  deep  and  continuing  concern  regarding  tlie  Massachu5etts  Port  Authority's 
proposal  to  constWt  Rim^y  14/32  at  Logan  Intenutional  Airport  and  to  urge  that  you  advise 
against  further  aajtion  to  develop  the  ttinway. 

Lopm  has  rcachii  capacity.  Tlioughthc  airport  may  technically  have  the  physical  capabmty  to 
arMmraodate  further  increases  in  traffic,  the  hunun  and  social  costs  are  prohibitively  kgh. 
MorwcT  expansion  of  the  airport  is  ar  thif  time,  abseni  a  more  thorough  and  compre^nsive 
nlan  and  firm  timetable  to  implement  such  plan,  an  insufecenl  rcspoi^sc  to  Logan  s  traffic  ^ 
problems  With  or  vmhout  construction  cf  anew  runway,  estimates  of  the  increase  m  LoEaa  s  air 
ttaffic  over  the  next  ten  yrars  alone  arc  aa  high  aa  seventy  percent  -  and  some  projections  indicate 
more  than  double  today's  air  traffic  by  the  middle  of  the  next  ccnUiry. 
For  n^ore  than  twenty  years,  state  officials,  in  cooperation  with  other  agencies,  community 
groups  and  businesses,  have  advocated  a  regiooal  approach.  Unfortunately,  no  clear  mission  has 
been  d^clopcd  and  litHe  action  has  been  taken  to  addias  the  problem  m  a  thoughtiul  and 
fbrsvard-looking  way.  Today,  the  state  is  making  great  progrcis  toward  improving  the  terminals 
and  oAer  land^ide  facilities  at  Logan,  but  it  has  promoted  Runway  14/32  as  its  only  proposal  to 
improve  the  region's  air  traffic  configuration  A  more  comprehensive,  regional  approach  has 
gone  unaddrcsscd. 

A  fUU  considciaiion  of  aheraativcs  ia  needed  before  a  piecemeal  response  is  approved.  Some 
proposals  not  yet  thoroughly  considered  include  immediaus  implcrocntaaon  of  mccmive  'peak- 
pricing,"  diversion  of  small  aircraft  to  ahcmata  airports,  and  more  effective  use  of  underutilized 
regional  airports' such  as  Hanscom  Airfield  (only  a  few  minutes  drive  from  Boston's  downtown), 
the  Municipal  Airport  in  Worcester.  Massachusetts.  Weymonth  Airport  m  Weymouth, 
Massachussts.  T.  P.  Green  Airport  in  Providence.  Rhode  Island,  Manchester  Airport  in 
Manchester,  New  Hampshire,  and  Pease  Airport  in  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire. 
I  urge  the  FAA  to  demand  full  considcraiian  of  a  comprehensive  plan  for  air  traffic  in  Eastern 
Maasachusetts  before  prt)cceding  with  patchwork  projects  Aat  only  provide  short-^om  solutions 
for  a  long-term  problem.  Before  any  major  action  is  taken,  a  comprehensive  plan  and  a  definmve 
schedule  for  implementation  must  be  in  place,  and  adequate  fiinding  must  be  secured. 
Thank  you  for  >pur  attention  to  this  matter  of  great  importance  to  our  regional  cconotny.  and  to 
the  health  and  Wcl&rc  of  the  people  of  Eastetn  Massachusetts. 


9^      1ur<WiiM-1  f^amilUTrt 


Michael  Capuana 
Member  of  Congress 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  1 

US  Congressman  Michael  Capuano 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


1.1 


Purpose  and 
Need 


Economic 
Costs 


1.2        Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Though  the  airport  may  technically  have  the  physical 
capability  to  accommodate  further  increases  in  traffic,  the 
human  and  social  costs  are  prohibitively  high. 


For  more  than  twenty  years,  state  officials,  in  cooperation 
with  other  agencies,  community  groups,  and  businesses, 
have  advocated  a  regional  approach.  Unfortunately,  no 
dear  mission  has  been  developed  and  little  action  has  been 
taken  to  address  the  problem  in  a  thoughtful  and  fonward- 
looking  way. ...  A  more  comprehensive,  regional  approach 
has  gone  unaddressed. 


1.3 


Alternatives 


Peak  Period  Some  proposals  not  yet  thoroughly  considered  include 
Pricing  immediate  implementation  of  incentive  "peak-pricing" 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Airside  Project,  consistent  with  established  federal  and  state 
scoping  directives.  Appropriate  mitigation  associated  with  the 
Airside  Project  has  also  been  established.  Massport  has 
programs  in  place  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole.  These  initiatives 
are  described  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  and  its  updates. 

The  alternative  analysis  conforms  to  FAA  and  MEPA  scoping 
directives.  The  impact  of  the  regional  alternatives  has  been 
addressed  through  the  study  of  a  range  of  forecast  activity 
levels.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive 
discussion  of  regional  alternatives. 

Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports 
and  high-speed  rail  services,  in  addition  to  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport,  as  a  comprehensive  plan  for  ensuring  an 
efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system.  As  the 
analysis  in  Chapter  2  indicates,  these  off-airport  alternatives 
are  expected  to  reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at 
Logan  Airport,  but  they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  that  occur  because  of  a  third  operating  runway 
dunng  periods  of  northwest  winds.  The  Prefen-ed  Alternative, 
which  specifically  addresses  this  deficiency,  is  necessary  and 
provides  clear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as 
developments  at  the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to 
New  York  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport. 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
updated  discussion  of  PPP  at  Logan  Airport  and  an  analysis 
of  the  implications  of  an  illustrative  conceptual  small 
community  exemption  program. 

The  potential  impact  of  PPP  on  the  fleet  mix  at  Logan  Airport 
is  discussed  in  Section  4.5.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  4.5.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  program.  Previous  attempts  at 
differential  landing  fee  programs  at  Logan  Airport  and  the 
analysis  presented  in  the  1993  Strategic  Assessrrient  Report 
are  described  in  Section  3.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

1.4        Regional         '  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 

Some  proposals  not  yet  thoroughly  considered  include 
diversion  ol  small  aircraft  to  alternate  airports,  and  more 
eflective  use  of  underutilized  regional  airports  such  as 
Hanscom  Airfield,  the  Municipal  Airport  in  Worcester, 
Weymouth  Airport,  T.F.  Green  Airport,  Manchester  Airport, 
and  Pease  Airport 


Response 

Although  prioritizing  takeoffs  based  on  aircraft  size  might 
reduce  delays,  the  air  traffic  control  system  of  the 
United  States,  which  the  FAA  operates,  is  based  on  a 
first-come,  first-serve  policy  under  most  circumstances.  Any 
change  in  this  policy  would  require  a  major  federal  decision 
and  would  Involve  a  massive  overhaul  of  the  entire  air  traffic 
control  system,  including  procedures,  manuals,  software, 
controller/pilot  training,  etc.  Changing  the  policy  lor  a  single 
airport  would  be  nearly  impossible  lor  administrative  reasons 
and  would  create  serious  safety  issues  with  non-standard 
procedures. 

The  alternative  analysis  conforms  to  FAA  and  MEPA  scoping 
directives.  The  impact  of  the  regional  alternatives  has  been 
addressed  through  the  study  of  a  range  of  forecast  activity 
levels.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive 
discussion  of  regional  alternatives. 

Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports 
and  high-speed  rail  services,  in  addition  to  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  and  the  other  airside  Improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport,  as  a  comprehensive  plan  for  ensunng  an 
efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system.  As  the 
analysis  in  Chapter  2  indicates,  these  off-airport  alternatives 
are  expected  to  reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at 
Logan  Airport,  but  they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  that  occur  because  of  a  third  operating  runway 
dunng  penods  of  northwest  winds.  The  Preferred  Alternative, 
which  specifically  addresses  this  deficiency,  is  necessary  and 
provides  clear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as 
developments  at  the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to 
New  York  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport. 
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April  7,  1999 


John  P.  DcVillars,  Regional  Administrator 
United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Region  One 

One  Congress  Street,  Suite  1 100 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02114-2023 


LETTER  2 


Dear  Mr.  DeVillars: 


I  am  writing  to  express  my  opposition  to  the  proposed  expansion  of  Logan  International  Airport,  mcludine  the 
planned  construcuon  of  Runway  14/32.  TTie  construction  of  this  new  nmway  would  expanJ  Logan's  rJ^Z  for  2.1 
operauons  and  mcr^e  its  current  potential  for  future  growth.  But  there  are  several  reasons  why  the  EnviroLntal 
Protection  Agency  should  advise  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  against  the  implementation  of  RunwayT4/3f 
Th^e  mclude  the  resultmg  mcrease  m  no.se  pollution  and  other  adverse  environmental  mipacts  Runway  14/32's  " 
meffectiyeness  m  aUeviating  delays,  and  the  lack  of  a  comprehensive,  progressive  regional  plan  to  best  utilize  New 
England  s  regional  airports. 

Alternative  1  A,  tlie  state  proposal  described  by  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authonty  in  its  Draft  Environmental  Imnact 
Statement^eport  DEIS/DEIR).  detatls  the  agency's  plan  to  expand  and  improve  Ugan.  TOs  d™Z"fi  of 
the  constmcoon  of  Runway  14/32,  as  weU  as  the  eonsm.ct=on  of  a  new  Centerfield  rLaway  and  die^uctran  o^e 
approach  n^™.  on  Runways  22L,  27,  151^  and  33L.  I  an,  urging  you  to  jom  me  m  oppos.aon  tote 
implementation  of  this  alternative.  • 

Accordmg  to  the  aforementioned  document,  the  pnmaw  reason  for  miplementation  of  Runway  14/32  is  to  alleviate  0  0 
de  ays  caused  by  the  use  of  a  less-than-three  nmway  configuration  when  Logan  is  burdened  bv  wmds  coming  from  ^'^ 
the  northwest.  The  operation  of  Runway  14/32  may  alleviate  some  of  these  pressures  of  delay.  However  tins  will 

Si  FI^..^  """^  '  ^"^'^^  ^h-^  °f     fl^t  serving  Logan  In 

High  F^t  scenanos  m  which  more  planes  are  used  and  overscheduhng  becomes  a  factor  m  delays  dunng  pe4 
tunes.  Runway  14/32  becomes  more  of  a  hindrance  than  an  assistance. 

h'l^Tf' P^^'"^"  ^^^^  ^"     approximately  250,000  annual 

hours  of  delay  with  the  unplementation  of  Alternative  lA.  If  Alternative  2  were  miplemented,  which  omits  th^ 
construction  o  14/32  but  mc  udes  Peak  Penod  Pncuig,  delays  would  amount  to  approximatelv  205  Oo'hours  The 
execution  of  Alternative    which  consists  of  no  mfrastnicture  changes  but  requires  the  miplementatbn  of  Pe^ 
Penod  Pncing  and  the  reduction  m  the  approach  mmmiums  on  Runways  22L,  27,  15R,  and  33L,  results  m  2 10  000 
ou.  of  delay.  Under  t^e  45  Million  I^gh  Fleet  scenano,  similar  percentages  m  the  total  annual  hours  of  del   '  a  e 
present.  As  you  can  understand  by  these  projections,  if  a  High  Fleet  develops  at  Logan  and  overschedulmg  becom  s 
a  factor.  Runway  14/32  is  no  longer  effective  without  additional  mitigatmg  measures. 

For  decades,  commumties  surroundmg  Logan  IntemaUonal  Airport  have  been  adverselv  affected  by  hostile 
environmental  conditions,  mcludmg  no.se  pollution,  air  poUuUoo  and  ground  traffic.  Noise  pollution  has  stead.lv 
merged  over  the  years  m  Logan's  ne.ghbonng  commumues  such  as  Revere,  Wmthrop,  and  East  Boston.  Residents 
of  these  areas  have  battled  consistently  without  much  success  ui  attemptmg  to  decrease  existmg  levels  of  a.r  traffic 
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over  their  communiUes.  The  operation  of  Runway  14/32  wiU  cause  a  shift  in  the  flight  tracks  over  the  Greater 
Boston  Area  and  the  volume  of  flights  travehng  over  specific  communities.  The  DEIR  claims  those  commumties  diat 
have  expenenced  the  heaviest  volume  of  overflights,  Uke  Winthrop  and  East  Boston,  wilJ  endure  less  air  traffic  while 
other  fringe  commumues.  such  as  Everett,  wiU  bear  a  much  greater  number  of  overflights. 

Although  the  runway  will  assist  in  lessemng  the  mtensity  of  noise  in  some  affected  areas,  the  implementation  of  14/32 
will  widen  the  overall  scope  of  communities  exposed  to  noise  levels  greater  or  equal  to  65  dB  by  2%  Based  on 
testmg  for  AlteraaUve  lA,  Massport  estimates  that  in  a  29  Million  Passenger  Low  Fleet  scenario  for  1999  the  total 
population  exposed  to  noise  levels  greater  or  equal  to  65  dB  ,s  1 7,909.  However,  the  totals  for  Alternative  2  and  3 
(16,892)  and  AlteraaUve  4  (17.53 1),  representing  the  contmuation  of  present  conditions  at  the  airport,  affect  a 
smaller  amount  of  residents  m  the  Greater  Boston  area.  TTus  pattern  is  also  apparent  in  the  1999  High  Fleet  and  the 
2010  noise  levels  for  both  the  37  5  Million  Low  and  High  Heets. 

I  am  finnly  convinced  that  we  must  examuie  closely  the  status  of  our  regional  aviation  transportation  system  before 
we  miplement  any  new  structural  changes  at  Logan  International  Airport  It  is  projected  that  the  Route  128  and  I- 
495  corridors  -iH  expenence  this  commonwealth's  greatest  populaUon  increases  as  we  approach  the  new  millennium 
It  IS  the  responsibU,t>-  of  both  the  federal  and  state  governments  to  devise  a  strategy  diat  ensures  that  some  of  the 
burden  at  Logan  is  relieved  by  those  regional  commercial  airports  that  would  welcome  mcreases  in  regularly- 
schoiuied  passenger  service.  I  agree  with  Boston  Mayor  Tom  Men:no  that  a  "blue  nbbon  panel"  should  be 
established  to  devise  such  a  regional  aviation  transportation  strategy. 

We  niust  consider  the  adverse  environmental  impacts  on  those  communities  surrounding  this  airport  The  pnmarv 
goal  for  Its  construction  is  to  alleviate  delays  caused  when  Logan  is  burdened  bv  heaw  Northwest  wmds   hi  some 
future  scenarios,  this  shon-term  solution  will  serve  its  mtended  purpose.  However,  without  a  plan  for  the  optimal  use 
of  our  regional  airports  to  alleviate  these  pressures  from  Ugan,  I  cannot  support  the  miplementation  of  a  new 
runway  or  any  additional  expansion  of  Logan  Airport. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration.  1  look  forward  to  reviewing  the  EPA's  response  to  these  concerns  If 
you  havj  any  questions  or  would  like  to  further  discuss  this  matter,  please  feel  free  to  reach  me  by  contactmg  mv 
Medford  District  Office  at  (78 1)396-2900.  ^  ' 


Sincerely, 


Edward  J.  Markey 


cc:       Jane  F  Garvey,  Administrator 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  2 

US  Congressman  Edward  J.  Markey 


Code 
2.1 


Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Alternatives       Runway  14/32 


The  construction  of  this  new  runway  would  expand 
Logan's  capacity  for  operations  and  increase  its  current 
potential  for  future  growth. 


2.2        Alternatives       Runway  14/32     In  High  Fleet  scenarios,  in  which  more  planes  are  used 

and  over  scheduling  becomes  a  factor  in  delays  during 
peak  times,  Runway  14/32  becomes  more  of  a  hindrance 
[in  reducing  delays]  than  an  assistance. 


Response 

The  Preferred  Alternative  will  not  create  additional  passenger 
demand  or  flight  operations  at  Logan  Airport.  The 
Preferred  Alternative,  and  specifically  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32.  would  not  increase  Logan  Airport's  normal 
airfield  capacity  of  approximately  120  operations  per  hour. 
Instead,  Runway  14/32  would  allow  Logan  Airport  to  maintain 
this  capacity  during  periods  of  strong  northwest  winds  that 
now  require  controllers  to  operate  on  only  one  or  two 
runways,  compared  to  the  typical  three-mnway  configurations 
used  at  Logan  Airport.  The  njnway  will  not  increase 
Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity,  nor  will  it 
encourage  or  induce  an  increase  in  aircraft  operations. 

The  runway  will  substantially  reduce  delays  that  occur  during 
northwest  wind  conditions.  Preventing  these  delays  will 
represent  a  real  benefit  to  the  passengers  and  airiines  that 
currently  expenence  them.  However,  because  these  wind 
conditions  and  the  associated  delays  are  not  regular  or 
predictable  and  cannot  be  readily  anticipated,  it  is  not 
expected  that  their  prevention  will  stimulate  growth  in 
Logan  Airport  passenger  demand  above  and  beyond  the 
rates  that  would  have  occurred  absent  the  runway. 

Instead,  growth  in  Logan  Airport  passenger  demand  will  be 
principally  driven  by  local  and  national  economic  conditions, 
competition  and  pricing  within  the  airiine  industry,  and  the 
distnbution  of  airiine  services  and  passenger  traffic  between 
Logan  Airport  and  the  surrounding  regional  airports.  The 
broad  range  of  forecasts  considered  in  the  Airside  Project 
operational  and  environmental  analyses  capture  any  potential 
variation  in  future  passenger  and  aircraft  activity  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  environmental  impacts  associated  with 
these  alternative  forecasts  have  been  evaluated  in  the 
Logan  Airport  Airside  analysis  and  GEIRs. 

In  the  current  environment,  airline  overscheduling  is  not  a 
significant  contributor  to  Logan  Airport  delays.  Proposed 
Runway  14/32  and  all  other  proposed  projects  would  reduce 
current  and  future  delays  and  enhance  safety.  The  sooner  that 
these  improvements  are  implemented,  the  more  long-term 
delay  benefits  will  be  realized. 


Letter  2:  US  Congressman  Edward  J.  Markey 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

2.3 


Topic  1 

Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Airports 


Comment 

We  must  examine  closely  the  status  of  our  regional 
aviation  transportation  system  belore  we  implement  any 
new  structural  changes  at  Logan  International  Airport.  It  is 
the  responsibility  of  both  the  federal  and  state 
governments  to  devise  a  strategy  that  ensures  that  some 
of  the  burden  at  Logan  is  relieved  by  those  regional 
commercial  airports  that  would  welcome  increases  in 
regularly  scheduled  passenger  service. 


2.4 


Environmental 
Review  Process 


Blue  Ribbon 
Panel 


A  t)lue  ribbon  panel"  should  be  established  to  devise  such  a 
regional  aviation  transportation  strategy. 


Response 

Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  a 
discussion  of  the  specific  role  played  by  the  regional 
transportation  alternatives  and  steps  that  [passport  has  taken 
to  foster  use  of  these  alternatives.  Massport  has  long 
recognized  and  has  been  a  proponent  of  regional  alternatives* 
to  Logan  Airport.  Together  with  the  regional  airports, 
Massport  has  implemented  a  regional  strategy  to  enhance 
the  use  of  regional  alternatives  to  Logan  Airport.  In  the 
Draft  EIS/EIR,  Massport  identified  up  to  7.3  million  annual 
passengers  that  could  be  absorbed  by  regional  alternatives 
that  include  use  of  T  F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and 
Worcester  Regional  airports,  as  well  as  the  new  high-speed 
rail  to  New  York  In  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport 
recognizes  that  these  developments  will  slow  Logan  Airport's 
passenger  traffic  growth  Logan  Airport  may  not  achieve  the 
37.5  million  passenger  forecasts  until  after  2010,  but  rather 
closer  to  2015,  and  the  45  million  passenger  forecasts  may 
not  be  achieved  until  after  2020.  While  regional  alternatives 
can  play  an  important  role  in  reducing  the  rate  of  future  traffic 
growth  at  Logan  Airport,  they  do  not  address  Logan  Airport's 
inability  to  efficiently  accommodate  current  levels  of  demand 
dunng  northwest  wind  conditions.  Runway  14/32,  which  is 
designed  to  correct  the  problem  with  Logan  Airport's  layout,  isj 
necessary  to  correct  this  deficiency  and  provides  clear  i 
benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These  benefits  will  ] 
only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at  the 
regional  airports  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft  EIS 
the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft  EIS  to 
address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following  input  from 
a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the  FAA's  direction, 
ttiree  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed  by  the  Governor  of 
the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and  three  were  appointed 
by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston.  Under  the  direction  of  the  New 
England  Region  FAA,  the  SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of 
2000  and  then  met  at  least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in 
December  of  2000.  A  total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide, 
the  appropnate  background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  wit) 
an  Interim  Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  tfie  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to 
key  letters  wntten  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies 
and  public  offiaals  responding  to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a  series 
of  1 5  visual  and  written  presentations  from  the  Project's  technical 
consulting  team  and  otfier  independent  industry  experts. 
Over  the  last  ten  years,  various  agencies  and  transportation 
planning  organizations  have  conducted  a  number  of  studies  that 
address  regional  transportation  issues.  These  studies  have 
concluded  that  The  Airside  Project  at  Logan  Airport  the 
expansion  of  the  regional  airports,  and  the  implementation  of 
high-speed  rail  are  necessary  fa  meeting  the  short-term  and 
long-term  inter-aty  travel  needs  of  the  New  England  region. 
These  regional  recommendations  are  in  various  stages  of 
implementation.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  complete  discussion  of  regional  transportation 
alternatives  to  Logan  Airport  and  steps  Massport  has  taken  to 
foster  increased  use  of  these  altematives. 
Massport  has  a  history  of  engaging  in  cooperative  regional 
transportation  planning  and  contnues  its  efforts  to  promote  an 
efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system.  Massport's 
most  recent  endeavors  include  Its  co-sponsorship  of  the  Regiona 
Transportation  Summit  of  New  England  Governors  in 
November  1999,  attendance  at  a  second  summit  in  December 
2000,  and  its  assumption  of  operating  responsibility  for  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  in  January  2000^  
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The  Honorable  Robert  Durand 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Executi  ve  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Attention  MEPA  Office,  EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street 
20"'  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 
Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

■^n^rtl-::^^^^^^  ■  ™  -b™„.ng  ,he  attached 

S.aten,e„ta„dDTa«Enro:^,eirtalrRto~ 

Improvements  Planning  Project.  i^^^/tlK  j  tor  the  Logan  Airside 

'^T9V9"th"^^^^  ^''^  '  ^^'"^^  Administrator  Jane  Garvey  on  March 

Dr;  t  Eis/m  ?  "'^^  ^^^^^^  it  .-s  mv  beliefThat  the 

"^""^  '^^'^'^"-^  ^'-^      proposal  should  be  wuhdrawn 

The  unfair  negai.ve  environmental  impact  of  proposed  Runway  14/3^  is  simolv  ,no 

the  very  limited  and  short  term  nature  of  its  delay  reduction  benefl  i  Ll^^  ' 

should  this  proposal  be  aonrnvpH  Jn.r.o^  >        reauction  benefits.  Under  no  circumstances, 


Sroc«to«.  fic(-^.  3_,..c 
166  Main  Stc;;- 
Brockton,  ma  02301 

(5081  586-5555 
Fax.  (5081  5£0-;652 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  critical 
Sincen 


issue. 


osep 

ember  of  Congress 
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S^ou^c  of  Jvepres'entntibc^ 
©Llnsfjnigton,  20515-2109 


March  29,  1 999 


Mrs.  Jane  Garvey 
Administrator 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
800  Independence  Avenue,  SW 
Washington,  DC  20591 

Dear  Administrator  Garvey: 

I  writing  to  express  my  serious  concern  with  deficiencies  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Imnact 
Ru  °" f;  .^'^'^  Project  particularly  a.  they  perta.n  to  the  new  propos^ 

wiZm  ,H        ,  ''"P"'"  '°  ^"''^'^"^"y  '^P^d  Logan  International  Airport 

r  a™' „  ""T'^  environmental  impact  on  communittes  s  Joundmg 

the  airpor,  or  the  alternatives  to  Logan's  expansion.  These  deficiencies  aie  so  substantial  that  he 
Federal  Avtafon  Adm.mstration  should  withdraw  suppon  from  the  current  document  Jd  re 
evaluate  solutions  to  Logan's  delay  issue. 

Specifically,  the  EIS  does  not  adequately  comply  with  President  Clinton's  Executive  Order  on' 
Environmenta   usttceofFebruaty  11.  1994.  This  order  directs  all  federal  agenci  s  o  ident.fy 
and  address  all  dtsproporttonately  high  and  adverse  envtromnentai  effects  of  its  programs 
policies  and  activities  on  low-income  and  minonty  populations.  This  document  ignores  the  basic 

wTt"l"I' Elf  1?",'';^^  T"T  populations  affected  by  proposals  contained 

wiuin  the  EIS,  despite  the  fact  that  the  document  predicts  substantial  increases  in  air  traffic  over 
pon  ions  of  the  Boston  neighborhoods  of  Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury,  South  Boston  East  Bo  on  the 
South  End  and  the  City  of  Chelsea.  While  these  comm^unitie.  -ontain  sigmficant  mmor^ty  a^d 
ow  income  populations,  no  effort  is  made  within  the  EIS  to  identify  these  populations  "no 

wth^  LlhtrfsL tr — ""P-'      ^^-'^  "P--™ 

What  is  even  more  disnirbing  is  that  the  EIS  proposes  this  dispropoitionate  environmental  impact 
on  the  low  income  and  minonty  residents  in  commumties  suiroundmg  Logan  Airport  w  thout 
EK  a^r'sT  T""'  ™f  of  alternatives  to  Logan's  expansion.  At  no^oim  d  es  L 
operr  bv  t  e  u"'  °f '""e^ed  utilization  of  Hanscom  Field,  a  facility  owned  and 

operated  by  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authonty  (Massport)  that  is  in  close  proximity  to  the  Boston 
With  a  potential  capacity  of  320.000  operations  annually  and  ready  access  to  Bosto  v'a  Rom 

Ife'E^S TaTo  dfr  "  *^  ""^P^^'  °f  """"■"'^  ^  major  ai^trt. 

inH,  H     M     .  "°'  utilization  of  existing  regional  aupons 

including  Manchester,  T.F.  Green  (Providence)  and  Worcester  as  aliematwes  to  Lo^an 
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3.1 


3.2 


expansion. 


^Jn.  P P  ,od  P rl^^^^^^  P-""  --^S— •  P^S--  --or  Logan 

offers  s,g,„fica'r<;:  ay  e    ?,       e^^fi  ."bv  on^v  "1'""  ''a. 
dunng  favorable  wea.her  co„d,°"o    ba  ed  uoon  ^  n7    I"'  '''=™<^ 
accurately  reflecl  ihe  benefit.  I  T.         T        °P"^"°"'  P^r  hour,  the  EIS  fails  to 
most  problem  "    The  sco^e  o   t  ,  '  delays  azc 

when  a  vanety  of  condtt  ons  d^c  a,=  h  ',7"'     ''P'""^"     ^""^  "'^  ™P^«     'h'S  op^on 
movemems  per  hour  "  '"^  ^"^  "P  to  1 15 

The  EIS  further  fails  to  identify  any  reasonable  maximum  liirut  on  activitv  ,h„  , 
can  accommodale.  While  the  stated  niimn^,  „r,h„  Tr!      ^"""y  '"at  Logan  Airport 

Logan  A.tpod.  Massport  forectts  suT,  L  r  "  ^"""^  ^""'^^^  ""^^  ,s  to  reduce  delays  at 
-hat  delayLtll  reach'crrrS:Me:r:  a  „  |v"^::  'ZZ  prf  "T"  °' "'"^"^"^ 

^^^^^ 


3.3 


3.4 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  3 

US  Congressman  J.  Joseph  Moakley 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

3.1        Environmental     Demographic      Specifically,  the  EIS  does  not  adequately  comply  with 
Justice  Data  President  Clinton's  Executive  Order  on  Environmental 

Justice  of  February  11, 1994.  This  document  ignores  the 
basic  requirement  of  identifying  minonty  and  low  income 
populations  affected  by  proposals  contained  within  the 
EIS,  despite  the  fact  that  the  document  predicts 
substantial  increases  in  air  traffic  over  portions  of  the 
Boston  neighborhoods  of  Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury, 
South  Boston,  East  Boston,  the  South  End  and  the  City  of 
Chelsea.  While  these  communities  contain  significant 
minority  and  low  income  populations,  no  effort  is  made 
within  the  EIS  to  identify  these  populations  or  to 
adequately  address  the  disproportionately  high 
environmental  impact  that  Logan's  expansion  will  have  on 
these  residents. 


Response 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  expanded  for  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with  Federal 
Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of  low-income 
populations  was  expanded  to  include  households  at 
150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is 
no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  caused  by  the  Prefenred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Altemative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  expenence  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  The  minority  and 
low-income  populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston 
affected  by  the  Prefened  Altemative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are 
almost  identical  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  the  Prefened  Alternative  does  not  extend  into 
Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be 
provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential 
sound  insulation.  A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice 
analysis  is  presented  in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  3:  US  Congressman  J.  Joseph  Moakley 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


3.2 


Topic  2 

Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


i  3.3 


Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 


3.4 


Alternatives 


Operational 
Restnctions 


Comment 

The  EIS  proposes  this  disproportionate  environmental 
impact  without  fully  examining  a  reasonable  range  ol 
alternatives  to  Logan's  expansion.  At  no  point  does  the 
EIS  analysis  address  the  potential  of  increased  utilization 
of  Hanscom  Field  The  EIS  is  also  deficient  in  not  treating 
increased  utilization  of  existing  regional  airports  including 
Manchester.  T.F.  Green  (Providence)  and  Worcester  as 
altematives  to  Logan  expansion. 


The  EIS  also  fails  in  addressing  a  tadly  needed  peak 
period  management  program  for  Logan.  The  scope  of 
analysis  must  be  expanded  to  show  the  impact  of  this 
option.... 


The  EIS  further  fails  to  identify  any  reasonable  maximum 
limit  on  activity  that  Logan  Airport  can  accommodate.  A 
clear  and  reasonable  ceiling  on  operations  at  Logan  must 
be  established  before  any  environmentally  sound 
proposal  to  alleviate  delay  can  be  considered. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  analysis  on  an  appropriate  range  of 
alternatives  as  required  by  Federal  and  state  scoping 
directives  issued  under  NEPA  and  MEPA  irrespectively. 
Further  analysis  in  these  environmental  review  documents 
indicates  that  there  is  no  disproportionate  environmental 
impact  associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  provide  an  evaluation  of  the  regional  airports  at 
T.  F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester,  and  Worcester  and 
their  potential  impacts  on  Logan  Airport.  Hanscom  Field  is  the 
region's  premier  general  aviation  facility  and  accommodated 
over  180,000  aircraft  operations  in  1998.  The  regional 
airports  are  expected  to  accommodate  an  increasing  share  of 
the  overall  growth  in  air  travel  demand  within  the  greater 
Boston  area.  This  will  provide  some  relief  to  the  growth 
pressures  at  Logan  Airport.  Nevertheless,  the  proposed 
Logan  Airport  Airside  Project  is  necessary  and  provides  clear 
benefits  at  current  traffic  levels.  These  benefits  will  only 
increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at  the  regional 
airports  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growrth  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  FAA  will  be  an  active  participant  in  the 
upcoming  New  England  Airports  System  Study  which  will 
evaluate  the  impact  of  recent  regional  airport  developments 
on  Logan  Airport,  identify  constraints  to  regional  airports 
growth  and  highlight  strategies  for  optimizing  New  England's 
regional  aviation  system.  Refer  to  Section  2.9  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  analysis  of  PPP  as  a  demand 
management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  Massport  has 
developed  an  action  plan  as  described  in  Section  4.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to  address 
overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  Airside  Project  will  not  change  Logan  Airporf  s  airfield 
capacity  of  approximately  120  aircraft  operations  per  hour. 
Regarding  caps  on  airport  operations,  federal  constitutional 
provisions  (preemption,  commerce  clauses,  equal  protection), 
federal  aviation  statutes  and  regulations,  and  contractual 
provisions  related  to  covenants  in  connection  with  the  Federal 
Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  which  Massport 
receives,  restnct  Massport's  ability  to  control  the  number  of 
aircraft  operations  at  Logan  Airport.  Massport  has  undertaken 
a  comprehensive  mitigation  program,  such  as  Logan 
Airport  Noise  Rules,  for  those  areas  that  fall  within  its  powers 
as  propnetor  of  Logan  Airport,  which  are  not  preempted 
under  federal  law. 


Letter  3:  US  Ck)ngressman  J.  Joseph  Moakley 


Oceana  and  Armoephare 

WsBMingcon.  D.c.  a0230 


March  23,  1999 

LETTER  4 


Mr.  John  C.  Silva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 

Airports  Division,  ANE-600 

New  England  Region 

12  New  England  Executive  Park 

Burlington,  Massachusetts  01803 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 


... ......  "r..%£f™£/rs;r.:';Lr£.'.s;:  "--^ 


Sincerely, 

Susan  B.  Fruchter 
Acting  NEPA  Coordinator 


Enclosure 


MEMORANDUM  FOR:      Susan  B.  Fruchier 

Acting  NEPA  Coordinator 


Charles  W.  Challstrom 

Acting  Director,  National  Geodetic  Survey 

SUBJECT:  DEIS-9902-04-Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 

Boston,  Massachusetts 


The  subject  statement  has  been  reviewed  within  the  areas  of  the  National  Geodetic  Survey's 


All  available  geodetic  control  information  about  horizontal  and  venical  geodetic  control 

~irwe:  ZT'z'r'^'  °' ''''  ^''^  ^1":  teL 

please  access  re  .n™v"p   l"'-"*»'"  °S^  n''^  «»v.  After  emermg  the  NGS  home  page, 
piease  access  the  topic  Products  and  Services"  and  then  access  the  menu  item  "Data  ■sh^t,  ■ 

'  V  "  ""^^  ''^'^'^  monrrnfor^t  on  om 

MenHf^m!  ,t  1  ™^  information  should  be  reviewed  for 

L'q'Slres  n:.Te«'ir9Vda«  ""'^"^        "'-™-^'  NGS 

their  re  oca  ion   nA       ^   "Of'""""  m  advance  of  such  acUvities  in  order  to  plan  for 

NO^'^WNG°sT.';?p'''°t*"'  ™"»'»'^.  Pl=^^'  contact  Rick  Yorczyk;  SSMC3 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  4 

Department  of  Commerce,  Susan  B.  Fruchter 


Code     Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

4.1  Construction 

Mitigation 

If  there  are  any  planned  activities  which  will  disturb  or 
destroy  [horizontal  and  vertical  geodetic  control  monuments] 
NGS  requires  not  less  than  90  days'  notification  in  advance 
of  such  activities  in  order  to  plan  for  their  relocation.  NGS 
recommends  that  funding  for  this  project  includes  the  cost  of 
any  relocation(s)  required. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  will  not  result  in  any  disruption, 
destruction,  or  relocation  of  any  horizontal  or  vertical  geodetic  1 
control  monuments.  : 

NGS  will  be  notified  prior  to  construction  if  any  NGS 
monuments  are  identified. 

Letter  4:  Department  of  Commerce,  Susan  B.  Fruchter 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


LETTER  5 


ER-99/193 


Mr.  Robert  S.  Bartanowicz 
Regional  Administrator 
New  England  Region 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Buriington.  Massachusetts  01803 


Dear  Mr.  Bartanowicz: 


4(0  resources  Howler  le  tcoZL  ^'T''"  '°  ™"'™^        ■<>  S=c  ion 

Evaluation,  if  one  is  prep^ed     '  ^'""^ 

^epa'rt"^^^  -  -  ^(0  approval  of  th.s  project  by  the 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments. ' 


Willie  R.  Taylor 

Director,  Office  of  Environmental 
Policy  and  Compliance 


cc:  Ms.  Trudy  Coxe,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambndge  Street,  20^^  Hoor 
Boston.  Massachusetts  02202 


Cti 
LI 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  5 

US  Department  of  the  interior 
Wiiiie  R.  Taylor,  Director 
Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

5.1 

Alternatives 

Preferred  Alter 
native 

We  concur  that  there  is  no  prudent  and  feasible 
alternative  to  the  proposed  project,  if  project  objectives 
are  to  be  met. 

Comment  noted.  j 

5.2 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 

Section  4  (f) 

We  recommend  continued  cooperation  and  coordination 
with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  in  order  to 
detennine  whether  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA) 
is  needed  to  avoid  and/or  minimize  harm  to  cultural 
resources  which  may  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project, 
in  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended.  A  signed  copy  of 
the  MOA  should  be  included  in  the  Final  Section  4(f) 
Evaluation,  it  one  is  prepared. 

The  FAA  and  Massport  have  consulted  with  the 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  (MHC).  The  MHC  has 
concurred  with  the  fkA's  determination  that  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  have  no  adverse  effect  on  significant 
histonc  properties.  Refer  to  Section  6.3.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  historic  properties, 
project  impacts  and  mitigation. 

Letter  5:  US  Department  of  the  Interior,  Willie  R.  Taylor,  Director, 
Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance 


UNriED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PHOTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  J 

JOHN  F.  KENNEDY  FEDERAL  BUILDING 
BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS  02203-0001 


LETTER  6 


OFFICE  OP  THE 
GIONAL  ADMINISTRATOR 


April  22, 1999 
John  Silva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE-600 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
New  England  Regional 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  Massachusetts  01803 

RE:     Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning 
Project  dated  February,  1999  (EPA  ERP  Number  D-FAA-B51017-MA)' 

Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

In  accordance  v/iui  EPA's  responsibilities  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 
and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  we  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  prepared  by  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  and  the  Massachosett: 
Port  Authority  (Massport)  for  proposed  airside  improvements  at  Logan  Airport  in  Boston, 
Massachusetts. 

The  project  includes  construction  of  a  new  runway  (runway  14/32),  new  taxiways  and  taxiway 
alignments,  and  reductions  in  approach  minimums  on  runways  22L,  27,  15R  and  33L.  In 
addition  to  the  no-build  alternative,  the  DEIS  analyzes  four  sets  of  alternatives  and  evaluates  the 
relative  effectiveness  of  each  in  enhancing  operational  safety  and  reducing  current  and  future 
aircraft  delay  at  Logan  caused  by  northwest  wind  and  weather  conditions.  Airport  delays  are 
presented  in  the  context  of  forecasts  for  the  year  2010  that  predict  between  37.5  to  45  million 
passengers  a  year  using  Logan,  a  number  substantially  greater  than  Logan's  26.5  million 
passengers  in  1998.  The  range  of  alternatives  in  the  DEIS  focuses  solely  on  "airside" 
improvements  as  a  means  of  eliminating  delay. 

EPA  has  long  opposed  efforts  to  expand  the  capacity  of  Logan  Airport  without  first  (1) 
adequately  mitigating  noise  and  pollution  impacts  to  surrounding  communities  and  the  region 
frcm  existing  operations,  and  (2)  adopting  a  comprehensive,  multi-modal  regional  transportation 
strategy.  EPA  has  raised  tliese  concerns  each  time  Massport  has  proposed  improvements  to 
Logan,  including  in  our  scoping  comments  for  this  EIS  in  November,  1995.  Regrettably,  the 
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proposed  project  and  the  EIS  fail  to  adequately  address  either  of  these  concerns.  Therefore, 
when  considered  m  the  context  of  the  already  significant  burden  on  surrounding  communities 
from  existing  airport  operations  and  the  absence  of  an  underlying  regional  transportation 
strategy,  I  believe  the  project  carmot  be  justified. 

Specifically,  my  objections  are  as  follows: 

The  significant  community  impacts  of  current  Logan  operations  must  be  fully 
addressed  and  mitigated  before  any  eipausion  of  operations  Is  considered.  The 

burden  borne  by  the  communities  near  Logan  is  already  enormous,  and  the  efforts  to 
mitigate  this  burden  currently  fall  short  of  the  mark.  The  soundproofing  of  homes  now 
exposed  to  high  levels  of  aircraft  noise,  while  of  limiied  value  (given  that  it  only  reduces 
noise  exposure  for  people  when  they  are  inside  buildings  with  shut  windows  and  is  not 
effective  in  homes  exposed  to  higher  than  70  dB  A),  is  nevertheless  an  essential 
commitment  whose  implementation  is  as  yet  not  completed.  Valid  concerns  have  been 
raised  about  the  computer  model  used  to  identify  homes  eligible  for  soundproofing. 
Thus,  while  the  DEIS  promises  as  mitigation  the  soundproofing  of  all  homes  newly 
exposed  to  high  levels  of  aircraft  noise  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project,  there  remains 
uncertainty  as  to  whether  the  mitigation  covers  enough  homes,  and  whether  Masspon  and 
FAA  will  have  adequate  funding  to  carry  out  this  commitment.  EPA  is  especially 
concerned  that  FAA  has  historically  not  frilly  funded  its  share  of  the  soundproofing 
prop"am  for  Logan. 

In  addition,  commimients  for  improvements  to  the  Blue  Line  Station  at  Logan,  which 
were  to  provide  same-level  platforai  connections  between  the  subway  and  shuttle  buses 
and  thereby  improve  transit  access  and  reduce  traffic,  have  not  been  kept.  Given  the 
impacts  currently  felt  by  affected  communities  and  the  inadequacy  of  previously 
promised  relief,  it  is  not  reasonable  to  ask  these  communities  to  accept  the  impacts  of 
further  expansion  at  Logan  unless  and  until  cunrent  impacts  are  fiilly  mitigated. 

•        The  DEIS  fails  to  consider  adequately  environmental  justice  issues,  specifically 
whether  there  are  disproportionate  environmental  impacts  to  low-income  and 
minority  populations.  Tiie  enviromncntal  justice  analysis  in  the  DEIS  does  not  meet 
federal  obligations  conceming  enviromncntal  justice. 'This  is  especially  problematic  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  the  proposed  project  wiii  result  m  a  threefold  increase  in  aircraft 
overfiighis  in  East  Boston,  Cneisea,  Roxbury,  and  other  commumues  with  large 
populations  of  low-income  and  minority  people.  The  brief  and  narrowly  focused 
discussion  of  this  important  subject  falls  short  in  several  ways.  First,  FAA's  and 
Massport's  conclusion  that  minority  and  low-income  communities  do  not  experience 
disproportionately  high  impacts  does  not  appear  to  be  credible.  The  analytic  basis  for  the 
conclusion  is  insufficient  since  critical  demographic  and  other  relevant  health  data  are 
missing.  Moreover,  the  DEIS  docs  not  compare  the  demographics  of  communities  served 
by  this  project  to  the  demographics  of  communities  bearing  the  burden  of  the  project's 
impacts.  Second,  the  environmental  justice  analysis  in  the  DEIS  focuses  solely  on  noise 
and  ignores  credible  public  comments  identifying  air  quality,  odor,  traffic  and  other 


impacts  that  cumulatively  burden  surrounding  communities  with  high  percentages  of 
low-income  and  minority  populations.  For  all  of  the  above  reasons,  the  cursory  attention 
to  environmental  justice  issues  in  the  DEIS  is  not  acceptable. 

The  DEIS  does  not  reflect  a  regional,  long-term  strategy  for  New  England's 
transportation  infrastructure.  Massport  and  the  FAA  cannot  look  solely  to  airside 
improvements  to  address  its  flight  delay  problems.  The  DEIS  thoroughly  describes  the 
positive  steps  that  Massport  and  the  FAA  have  taken  to  contribute  to  regional 
transportation  planning,  including  their  support  for  use  of  regional  airports.  But  the  core 
of  the  analysis  nevertheless  simply  assumes  that  Logan's  flight  operations  will  grow 
unchecked  over  the  next  decade  regardless  of  successful  development  of  alternatives,  and 
does  not  include  in  its  analysis  broader  options  to  manage  Logan's  growth  and  the 
resulting  delays.  In  order  to  manage  growth  so  that  it  reduces  rather  than  increases 
environmental  impacts  on  nearby  communities,  Massport  and  the  FAA  must  pursue  even 
more  aggressively  a  long-term,  multi-modal  regional  transportation  strategy. 

Our  challenge  is  a  transportation  challenge,  not  simply  an  aviation  challenge,  and  thus 
requires  the  full  and  active  investment  of  time  and  resources  by  not  only  Massport  and 
the  FAA  but  also  other  state  and  federal  transportation  agencies  such  as  the  Executive 
Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction,  Amtrak,  and  the  U.  S.  Department  of 
Transportation.  The  goals  should  be  I)  to  increase  alternatives  to  air  travel  through 
Logan,  not  only  through  use  of  T.  F.  Green  in  Rhode  Island,  Worcester  Airport  in 
Massachusetts,  Manchester  Airport  in  New  Hampshire  and  other  regional  airports,  but 
also  thrqugh  intercity  high-speed  rail  connections  supported  by  a  North-South  Station 
link;  2)  lo  establish  efficient  mass  transit  access  to  and  between  the  regional  airports;  and 
3)  to  reduce  Logan's  trafBc  impacts  on  surrounding  communities  by  such  measures  as  a 
free  shuttle  service  between  South  Station  and  Logan,  an  interraodal  terminal  at  Route 
128,  and  the  Urban  Ring. 

In  addition,  Massport  should  reduce  the  small  plane  mix  from  Logan's  peak  traffic  hours 
through  a  peak  period  pricing  strategy,  implemented  with  appropriate  sensitivity  to  the 
needs  of  communities  served  exclusively  by  smaller  aircraft  Additional  analysis  is 
critical  to  determine  whether  the  imposition  of  peak  period  pricing  now  would  help  send 
the  necessary  market  signals  to  ensure  that  airlines'  plans  result  in  the  most  efficient  use 
of  Logan  Airport  (including  smarter  use  of  other  regional  airports,  and,  for  smaller 
carriers,  the  use  of  planes  capable  of  handling  more  passengers).  Absent  a 
comprehensive  plan,  the  DEIS  projects  that  within  five  years  of  project  completion, 
delays  at  Logan  will  exceed  current  levels.  This  forecast  suggests  that  unchecked  growth 
caiuiot  be  a  responsible  planning  assumption  for  this  airport  The  efforts  of  Massport  and 
other  regional  transportation  officials  should  be  aimed  first  at  developing  a 
comprehensive  plan,  not  a  narrowly- focused  airside  improvement  project  with  only  short- 
term  effects  on  delays  at  Logan. 

The  DEIS's  analysis  of  noise  impacts  rests  on  questionable  model  inputs  and 
precepts.  The  affected  communities  have  raised  serious  and  credible  concerns  about  the 


ability  of  the  computer  modeling  relied  upon  in  the  DEIS  to  accurately  reflect  noise  levels 
associated  with  Logan  operations  and  to  select  homes  eligible  for  soundproofing.  These 
concerns  are  based  on  in  situ  noise  monitoring  which  appears  to  demonstrate  that 
computer  modeHng  underestimates  actual  noise  levels,  at  least  in  some  neighborhoods. 
The  DEIS  does  not  properly  address  this  deficiency  and  thus  does  not  adequately 
represent  the  Ukely  actual  noise  impacts.  Furthermore,  the  noise  increases  to 
neighborhoods  that  fall  outside  the  FAA's  65-dBA  contour  remain  inadequately 
acknowledged  and  addressed,  as  do  the  very  high  noise  levels  that  occur  each  time 
aircraft  fly  over  or  by  neighborhoods.  The  DEIS  does  not  fully  disclose  the  sleep 
disruption  and  other  impacts  that  occur  in  these  instances,  nor  does  it  address  cumulative 
noise  impacts  to  account  for  all  noise,  not  just  modeled  aircraft  noise,  as  is  required  under 
NEPA.  In  additioiu  the  use  of  1 993  is  not  appropriate  as  the  base  year  for  analysis  as  it 
does  not  represent  existing  conditions  and  may  minimize  the  relative  noise  impacts  from 
the  preferred  alternative  when  compared  with  what  appears  to  have  been  an  especially 
noisy  base  year. 

•        The  DEIS  analyses  ignore  the  critical  question  of  whether  the  improvements  will 
spur  additional  growth  at  the  airport  In  comparing  the  alternatives,  both  the  noise 
and  air  quality  analyses  assume  that  the  future  passenger/flight  operations  growth  at 
Logan  will  remain  constant  regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  runway  14/32  is  constructed. 
The  analysis  thereby  avoids  any  serious  consideration  of  what  appears  to  be  one  of  the 
most  critical  questions  posed  by  this  project--  whether  the  proposed  improvements, 
especially  when  comoined  with  iandH^e  tJ^jroveinenis,  cumuiativeiy  facilitate  future 
growth  m  I'Ughi  operations  and  passenger  fafnc  with  corre£pc~ding  increases  in  noise, 
traffic,  and  air  pollution  impacts. 

Efficient  operations  at  Logan  are  clearly  important  to  the  New  England  economy.  However, 
efficiency  gains  through  proposed  infrastructure  improvements  should  only  be  advanced  if  they 
can  be  achieved  without  sacrificing  the  well-being  of  the  communities  around  the  airport  and  the 
region  at  large.  Smart  growth  requires  efficient  transportation,  but  it  also  requires  that  we 
preserve  and  enhance  the  livability  of  established,  urban  communities.  A  comprehensive 
transportation  strategy  that  looks  beyond  quick  fixes  at  Logan  can  meet  both  goals.  As  discussed 
in  this  letter  and  in  the  attachment,  the  current  DEIS  presents  a  project  with  serious  impacts  in  an 
analysis  that  lacks  adequate  consideration  of  alternate  strategies  to  achieve  project  goals.  I 
request  that  Mar-port  and  FAA  withdrsw  the  DEIS  and  instead  foc\is  on  developing  a  more 
comprehensive  legiona)  approach  to  transportation  in  New  Lngland.  I  would  be  pleased  to  work 
with  Nlassport,  tlis  FAA,  and  the  affected  communities  in  the  region  to  that  end. 

Despite  the  concerns  expressed  in  tliis  letter  and  tlie  attached  analysis,  I  want  to  acknowledge  the 
professional  and  fUly  cooperative  spirit  of  Massport  and  the  FAA  in  their  work  with  us  since  the 
DEIS  was  published.  Peter  Blute,  Deity  Desrosiers,  and  their  team  have  demonstrated  a  total 
commitment  to  honest,  open  dialogue  with  EPA.  They  have  advanced  their  arguments 
professionally  and  forcefially  and  without  fail  have  responded  thoughtfully  to  our  questions.  For 
this  we  owe  them  our  appreciation  and  respect. 
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Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  or  Elizabeth  Higgins  of  my  staff  at  61 7/918-1051  if  you  wish 
discuss  these  comments  further. 

Sincerely, 

John  P.  DeVillars 
Regional  Administrator 

Attachment 

cc: 

Governor  Paul  Cellucci 
Peter  Blute,  Massport 
Robert  Durand,  EOEA 


Attachment  to  EPA's  Comment  Letter 
on  Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  proposed  airside  improvements  at 
Logan  Airport  fails  to  provide  an  adequate  review  of  the  environmental  impacts  and  the  ftiU 
range  of  alternatives  to  the  project.  The  preceding  cover  letter  summarizes  the  primary 
conclusions  from  EPA's  review  of  the  DEIS.  This  attachment  provides  support  for  those  . 
conclusions  and  raises  some  additional  technical  concerns. 

Narrow  Scope  of  DEIS  Analysis  and  Alternatives 

Failure  to  Address  EPA's  BIS  Scopine  Comments:  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  fundamental 
issues  raised  in  EPA's  1995  scoping  letter.  Most  importantly,  the  scope  of  the  DEIS.  vn±  its 
focus  on  construction  of  proposed  runway  14/32  and  the  taxiway  improvements,  is  too  limited 
and  fails  to  seriously  consider  regional  improvements  as  alternatives  to  the  Logan  runway 
project.  The  limited  scope  of  analysis  represents  a  missed  opportunity  for  a  comprehensive 
analysis  and  merely  compounds  difficult  decision  making  surrounding  changes  to  Logan's 
operations.  As  EPA  indicated  in  its  previous  conmicnts,  the  DEIS  should  have  identified  a 
targeted  regional  strategy  including  both  existing  and  potential  capacity,  as  well  as  regional 
pricing  and  marketing  to  enhance  the  capacity  and  efficiency  ci,  end  acc-ess  to,  all  New  England 
airports.  The  FAA.  as  Uie  ftdcrzl  c.gency  rrsponsibk  for  cur  ration's  lir  Irtvcl,  Las  a 
responsibility  to  maxmiize  the  regional  efficiency  of  the  airport  network  in  New  England.  In  this 
case,  EPA  would  expect  the  FAA  to  coordinate  the  efforts  of  Massport  and  the  other  regional 
airports,  but  also  to  actively  involve  other  federal  counterparts  at  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  and  the  U.  S.  DOT  to  explore  regional  strategies  to  increase  the  availability  of 
other  airports  as  an  alternative  to  Logan.  Further,  Massport  has  a  responsibility  to  work  closely 
with  the  appropriate  state  and  federal  agencies  to  develop  such  a  regional  strategy. 

As  EPA  indicated  in  comments  on  the  DEIS  scope,  the  airside  and  landsidc  projects  are 
functionally  linked,  and  as  such,  they  should  be  evaluated  together  in  a  comprehensive  EIS.  The 
current  analysis  focuses  entirely  in  airside  issues  with  no  real  analysis  of  opportunities  for 
Massport  to  integrate  landside  and  airside  planning  to  enable  Logan  to  improve  operation?  and 
handic  the  subsianuajjy  greater  numbcn;  c-f  passengers  anticipated  for  the  coming  decades.  In 
response  to  our  scoping  comments,  the  DEIS  explains  that  the  analysis  is  based  on  background 
planning  information  provided  in  tbc  state  Generic  Environmental  Impact  Report  (GEIR)  and 
that  the  DEIS  is  based  on  the  FAA  scope  which  was  developed  through  a  public  comment 
process.  Unfortunately,  our  comments  on  the  appropriate  scope  of  analysis  for  the  EIS  were 
largely  discounted,  and  the  GEIR,  a  document  prepared  under  the  rules  of  state  law,  does  not 
meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA.  Thus,  reliance  on  the  GEIR  to  satisfy  NEPA's  requirements  for 
a  cumulative  impact  analysis  is  not  appropriate. 


Need  10  Focus  on  kegional.  Multi-Modal  Transportation  Plan:  EPA  recommends  that,  rather 
tlian  proceeding  with  the  environmental  review  of  the  taxiway  and  runway  improvements, 
Masspcrt  and  FAA  focus  instead  on  establishing  a  strategy  to  make  Logan  Airport  a  more 
efficient  transportation  center  with  less  impact  on  surrounding  communities,  by  improving  mass 
transit  access  to  the  Airport  and  preventing  growth  in  the  number  of  flight  operations. 

One  means  to  reduce  the  growth  pressures  on  Logan  Airport  is  to  enhance  the  current  intercity 
transportation  options.  The  DEIS  does  reflect  the  fine  and  successful  work  by  both  private 
enterprise  and  regional  transportation  officials  to  encourage  greater  use  of  Green  and  Manchester 
Airports  and  to  complete  the  high-speed  rail  link  with  New  York.  Without  question,  these  efforts 
will  improve  travel  options  for  New  Englanders  and  better  manage  growth  at  Logan  Airport. 
However,  Massport,  in  cooperation  with  EOTC,  U.  S.  DOT,  Amtrak,  and  other  transportation 
agencies,  should  take  active  measures  to  promote  high  speed  rail  as  one  of  the  best  alternatives 
to  air  travel  that  could  help  to  reduce  demands  on  Logan.  These  efforts  should  not  be  limited  to 
high  speed  rail  but  should  also  encourage  and  market  the  use  of  other  regional  airports  to  the 
benefit  of  Logan  and  surrounding  communities.  Moreover,  we  believe  the  BIS  should  clearly 
identify  mitigation  commitments  by  Massport  to  improve  mass  transit  to  those  airports  and  to 
solidify  transit  links  among  the  regional  airports  similar  to  the  bus  links  available  between  Dulles 
and  National  or  LaGuardia  and  JFK. 

In  addition,  the  implementation  of  peak  period  pricing  should  be  a  piece  of  the  regional 
transportation  strategy.  Peak  period  pricing,  implemented  with  sensitivity  to  the  needs  of  New 
England  communities  served  by  smaller  airports  that  rely  principally  on  smaller  aircraft,  could 
serve  to  reduce  flight  operations  during  peak  hours  and  increase  the  proportional  share  of  larger 
aircrai\  thereby  making  the  aiipori  mere  efficient  m  handLng  a  iarge  volume  of  passengers  ^^-ith 
fewer  aircraft  operauons.  Tne  DEIS  clearly  demonstrates  that  peak  period  pricing  would  serve  to 
lessen  delays  substantially  in  the  high  growth  future  scenarios  (e.g.,  45  milUon  passengers/high 
fleet,  45  million  passengersAow  fleet  or  37.5  million  passengers/high  fleet).  However,  the  DEIS 
concludes  that  peak  period  pricing  is  not  warranted  because  current  flight  operations  do  not 
exceed  120  operations  per  hour.  Under  current  conditions  approximately  40  percent  of  the 
operations  at  Logan  serve  approximately  10  percent  of  the  passengers  in  regional  aircraft.  If  22 
percent  of  the  operations  were  to  handle  the  same  number  of  passengers,  Logan  could  operate 
comfortably  at  95-100  movements  an  hour.  Additional  analysis  is  critical  to  determine  whether 
the  imposition  of  peak  period  pricing  now  would  help  send  the  necessary  market  signals  to 
ensure  that  airlines'  plans  result  in  the  most  efficient  use  of  Logan  Airport  (iricluding  smarter  use 
of  other  regional  airports  and,  for  smaller  carriers,  the  use  of  planes  capable  of  handling  more 
passengers).  Masspcrt  shares  this  responsibilliy  with  the  airiiiies.  ouch  an  cvaiuation  should 
include  tix  appiopriaie  sensitivity  analysis  to  help  d^termiiie  tl^e  opcrations/nour  level  where  peak 
period  pricing  becomes  effective. 

According  to  the  DEIS,  Massport  appears  willing  to  consider  peak  period  pricing  only  when 
Logan  actually  experiences  over  scheduling.  For  this  measure,  Massport  is  prepared  to  wait  and 
see  if  peak  period  pricing  is  necessary.  On  the  other  hand,  the  DEIS  details  Massport's  argument 
that  it  needs  a  new  runway  now,  despite  the  exponential  growth  in  passenger  traffic  through 
Green  and  Manchester.  Following  such  logic,  EPA  questions  why  Massport  doesn't  wait  on  its 


decision  to  consimct  a  new  nrnwav  until  it  is  clear  whether  tne  region  really  needs  an  exparvded 
Logan,  Thereby  giving  the  regional  airports  a  chance  to  capture  more  traffic,  consistent  with  the 
impressive  gains  made  at  Manchester  and  Green. 

Additional  delay  reduction  benefits  may  be  obtained  from  managing/prioritizing  takeofFs  so  that 
large  planes  with  more  passengers  are  given  preference  over  smaller  planes  during  peak  periods     g  24 
of  delay.  Such  a  change  may  help  to  shift  the  market  to  fewer  larger  planes  making  fewer  flights 
or  scheduling  changes  by  smaller  planes  to  avoid  periods  of  peak  operation  prone  to  delay. 

Finally,  the  proposed  project  offers  only  short  term  relief  (6ve  years)  for  delay  problems  it  is 
intended  to  resolve.  Massport  should  extend  the  planning  horizon  for  the  analysis  (currently  only  g  25 
at  ten  years)  as  part  of  supplemental  efforts  to  investigate  longer  term  solutions.  The  solutions 
should  actively  integrate  Logan  operations  with  regional  transportation  planning  (airside  and 
landside  integration). 

Air  Quality  Analysis 

General:  Because  of  the  substantial  growth  in  operations  at  Logan  Airport,  the  DEIS  generally 
reflects  no  significant  improvements  in  air  quality  attributable  to  the  Airport.  Under  the  future 
scenarios  for  the  year  2010  evaluated  in  the  DEIS,  the  number  of  passengers  are  forecast  to 
increase  from  1998's  26.5  million  passengers  to  37.5  or  45  million  passengers.  More 
significantly,  aircraft  operations  are  forecasted  to  increase  from  1998's  507,000  to  between 
543,000  and  656,000  operations.  Increases  in  aircraft  operations  projected  in  the  DEIS  will 
result  in  additional  air  pollution,  offsetting  the  anticipated  benefits  of  lower-emitting  aircraft  and 
ctha'  airport-rciared  vehicles.  Despite  reductioas  in  cmissicns  from  individual  aircrafL,  ground 
vehicles,  and  passenger  cars  as  a  result  of  lighter  emission  standards  and  fleet  turnover,  the  DEIS 
finds  that  emissions  of  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx),  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOC)  and  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  will  remain  roughly  the  same  or  increase  slightly  by  2010.  Because  of  the 
increase  in  aircraft  operations,  the  affected  communities  will  not  share  in  the  full  benefits  of 
lower  emission  levels  from  many  of  the  individual  sources  of  pollution. 

The  DEIS's  conclusion  that  the  preferred  alternative  will  have  the  least  negative  air  quality 
impacts  is  a  result  of  certain  questionable  assumptions.  The  DEIS  finds  that  the  preferred 
alternative  (taxiway  improvements  and  Runway  14/32)  will  result  in  lower  emissions  of  the 
pollutants  CO,  VOCs,  and  N(\  than  any  of  the  other  alternatives,  including  the  no  action 
alternative.  The  air  quality  analysis  assumes  that  the  airport-related  motor  vehicle  emissions  and 
the  number  cf  Hight  operadcns  will  be  identical  for  sil  the  aitematives.  The  only  variables 
among  the  aiiematives  are  emissions  attributable  lo  airside  cielays.  Consequently,  the  preferred 
alternative,  wiiich  results  in  the  least  delays,  inevitably  has  fewer  emissions. 

0.26 

Unfortunately,  these  assumptions  underlying  the  air  quality  analysis  ignore  the  possibility  that 
certain  alternatives  may  result  in  more  passengers  or  more  flight  operations.  If  the  airport 
increases  its  airside  efficiency  and  reduces  delays,  it  is  plausible  that  airlines  will  choose  to 
increase  flights  to  Logan  (as  opposed  to  regional  airports  such  as  Mancnester,  Green  or 
Worcester).  Without  an  analysis  of  whether  an  additional  runway  will  affect  future  growth  of 
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flight  operations,  the  vAidity  cr  the  air  quality  ccneiusions  (th^t  Kunway  1 432  aid  taxiway 
improvements  will  result  m  fewer  emissions  than  the  aiiemaiives)  arc  questionable.  1  *he  DEIS 
should  have  analyzed  whether  increased  airside  efficiency  affects  the  number  of  flight  operations 
in  the  future.  If  the  answer  is  yes,  the  air  quality  analysis  should  be  structured  in  a  way  to  discern 
the  true  comparative  impacts  of  each  altemative. 

Additional  Technical  Air  Analysis  Comments: 

National  Ambient  Air  Oualitv  Standard  rNAAOS)  for  Fine  Particulate  Matter:  Table  5.3-1 
reflects  the  current  NAAQS  for  criteria  pollutants.  However,  the  table  contains  the  incorrect 
24-hour  NAAQS  for  fine  particulate  matter.  Rather  than  50  ug/m,  the  standard  is  65  ug/m. 
(Note:  While  EPA  proposed  a  24-hour  standard  of  50,  the  final  standard  was  set  at  65  ug/m.) 

Use  of  Revised  Ozone  Standard:  In  Section  5.3.1 .2  (page  5-41  and  42),  the  Draft  EIS/R  reflects 
ambient  levels  of  criteria  air  pollutants  measured  at  the  three  closest  Massachusetts  DEP 
monitoring  stations.  These  levels  are  reflected  in  Table  5.3-2.  The  Draft  EIS/R  compares  these 
ambient  levels  with  the  one-hour  ground-level  ozone  standard  of  0.12  part  per  million  (ppm).  In 
July  1997,  EPA  revised  its  ozone  standard  to  an  eight-hour  standard  of  0.08  ppm.  The  DEIS 
should  use  this  more  stringent  standard  as  the  point  of  comparison. 

Environmental  Justice 

Federal  Environmental  Justice  Policy 

The  DEIS  does  m\  satisfy  either  the  siaieo  inisnt  or  the  spsciii£  directives  of  trie  federal 
environmental  ^^ustice  policy.  Tne  obligations  of  the  FAA  lo  address  environmental  justice  issues 
are  grounded  in  at  least  three  separate  mandates:  1 .  Executive  Order  12898  Federal  Actions  to 
Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-income  Populations;  2. 
Department  of  Transportation  Order  on  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority 
Populations  and  Low-income  Populations:  and  3.  Environmental  Justice  Guidance  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  issued  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality.  In 
developing  a  DEIS,  these  documents  direct  FAA  to 

•  collect  and  analyze  data  relevant  to  environmental  justice  issues, 

•  analyze  adverse  impacts,  ' 
explore  issues  of  cumulative  exposiure, 

•  examine  public  health  issues. 

look  broadly  at  interrelated  soc'a],  cultural,  and  economic  effects,  and 

•  develop  strategies  for  meaningfal  public  participation. 

The  E»ecntlve  Order:  Under  the  Executive  Order,  Federal  agencies  should  identify  and  address 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effects  of  their  activities  on 
minority  and  low-income  populations,  and  provide  meaningful  public  participation  in  meeting 
that  objective.  The  Executive  Order  articulates  two  requirements  regarding  the  need  to  develop 
data  that  can  be  used  to  perform  relevant  analysis  in  the  NEPA  context  First,  each  federal 
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agency  sJiOuld  couect,  Xkainudn,  and  suaiyze  iniormabon  esscssing  and  companng 
environn.efhal  ar^d  humiin  health  risks  borne  by  populations  identified  by  nee,  national  origin,  or 
income.  An  agency  then  should  use  that  infonnation  to  determine  whether  its  programs,  policies, 
and  activities  have  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effects  on 
minority  and  low-income  populations.  Second,  each  federal  agency  should  collect,  maintain,  and 
analyze  information  on  the  race,  national  origin,  and  income  level  for  areas  surrounding  facilities 
expected  to  have  substantial  environmental,  human  health,  or  economic  effects  on  the 
surrounding  populations. 

The  DOT  Order:  Under  the  DOT  Order,  activities  -  including  planning  activities  -  with  the 
potential  to  have  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  effects'  on  human  health  or  the 
environment  arc  suiTicient  to  trigger  the  need  to  consider  effects  on  minority  and  low-income 
populations. 

Further,  the  DOT  Order  explicitly  addresses  the  issue  of  preventing  disproportional  and  high 
adverse  impacts.  In  that  context,  it  directs  DOT  to  administer  its  programs  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  requirements  under  NEPA  so  as  to  identify  the  risk  of  discrimination  early  in  the 
program  or  policy  development  process.  In  implementing  the  requirements  under  NEPA,  the 
Agency  is  directed  to  obtain  the  following  information: 

■  population  served  and/or  affected  by  race,  color  or  national  origin,  and  income 
level; 

■  proposed  steps  to  guard  against  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  effects  on  the 
basis  of  race,  color,  or  nauona*  cngm;  and 

■  present  and  proposed  membership  by  race,  color,  or  national  origin  in  any 


'The  DOT  Order  defines  adverse  effects  very  broadly.  Adverse  effects  are  the  totality  of 
significant  individual  or  cumulative  human  health  or  environmental  effects  including  interrelated  social  and 
economic  effects  which  may  include  but  are  not  limited  to 

■  bodily  impairment,  infirmity,  illness  or  death 

■  air.  noise,  and  water  pollution  and  soil  contamination 

■  destnjction  or  disruption  of  man-made  or  natural  resources  ' 

■  destnjction  or  diminution  of  aesthetic  values 

■  dsstrjction  or  disruption  of  community  cohesion  or  a  community's 
economic  vitality 

■  oestruciion  or  disruption  of  the  availability  of  public  and  private  fecilities  and 
services 

■  vibration 

■  adverse  employment  effects 

■  displacement  of  persons,  businesses,  farms,  or  nonprofit  organizations 

■  increased  traffic  congestion,  isolation,  exclusion  or  separation  of  minority  or  low- 
income  individuals  within  a  given  community  or  from  the  broader  community 

■  denial  of.  reduction  in.  or  significant  delay  in  the  receipt  of  benefits  of  DOT 
programs,  policies,  or  activities 
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planning  or  advisory  body. 


In  addition,  the  DOT  Order  identifies  actions  to  address  disproportionately  high  and  adverse 
effects.  DOT  agencies  are  directed  to  ensure  that  programs  and  policies  having 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  effects  on  minority  or  low-income  populations  will  only  be 
carried  out  if  further  mitigation  measures  or  alternatives  avoiding  or  reducmg  those  effects  are 
not  practicable.  In  determining  practicability,  the  social,  economic,  and  environmental  effects  of 
the  mitigation  will  be  taken  into  account,  . 

Finally,  the  DOT  Order  contemplates  meaningful  opportunities  for  public  involvement  by 
minority  and  low-income  communities  during  the  plaiming  and  development  of  DOT  activities. 
Specifically,  the  agency  is  to  provide  the  public  information  addressing  the  concerns  of  minority 
and  low-income  populations  regarding  health  and  environmental  impacts. 

CEO  Guidance:  The  CEQ  guidance  defines  key  terms  in  Executive  Order  12898.'  CEQ 
recommends  that  the  additional  guidance  be  applied  with  flexibility  and  that  its  defined  terms  be 
considered  "a  point  of  departure  rather  than  conclusive  direction  in  applying  the  terms  of  the 
Executive  Order." 

The  CEQ  guidance  clearly  states  that  environmental  justice  principles  are  "wholly  consistent 
with  the  purposes  and  policies  of  NEPA."  Although  there  is  no  standard  formula  for  identifying 
environmental  justice  issues  in  NEPA  reviews,  agencies  are  expected  to  address  the  issues  in  a 
clear,  concise,  and  comprehensible  manner.  In  particular,  agencies  should  consider 

■  pubiic  heaitn  oaia  ana  industry  data  concermng  the  potential  for  multiple  or 
c-Mnidative  exposure  to  health  or  environmental  hazards  in  the  affected  population 
even  if  (he  effects  of  such  exposure  are  not  within  the  control  or  subject  to  the 
■discretion  of  the  agency  proposing  the  action, 

■  historical  patterns  of  exposure  to  environmental  hazards,  and 

■  interrelated  cultural,  social,  occupational,  historical,  or  economic  factors  that  may 
amplify  natural  and  physical  environmental  effects  (such  factors  should  include 
the  physical  sensitivity  of  the  community  to  particular  impacts,  the  effect  of  any 
disruption  on  community  structure,  and  the  nature  and  degree  of  the  impact  on  the 
physical  and  social  structure  of  the  community). 

Because  environmental  justice  issues  may  arise  at  any  point  in  the  NEPA  process,  CEQ 
encourages  agencies  to  consider  those  issues  "at  each  and  every  step  of  the  process." 


The  defined  terms  include:  low-income  population,  minority,  minority  population, 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  effects,  disproportionately  high  and  adverse 
environmental  effects. 
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agency  should  cciiect,  mainusin,  and  sualyze  inibnuaaon  essessmg  and  companng 
e-vironn.efhal  ar^d  human  health  risks  bome  by  popuianons  identified  by  ra^e,  national  origin,  or 
income.  An  agency  then  should  use  that  infonmation  to  determine  whether  its  programs,  policies, 
and  activities  have  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effects  on 
minority  and  low-income  populations.  Second,  each  federal  agency  should  collect,  maintain,  and 
analyze  information  on  the  race,  national  origin,  and  income  level  for  areas  surrounding  facilities 
expected  to  have  substantial  environmental,  human  health,  or  economic  effects  on  the 
surrounding  populations. 

The  DOT  Order:  Under  the  DOT  Order,  activities  -  including  planning  activities  -  with  the 
potential  to  have  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  effects'  on  human  health  or  the 
environment  arc  sufficient  to  trigger  the  need  to  consider  effects  on  minority  and  low-income 
populations. 

Further,  the  DOT  Order  explicitly  addresses  the  issue  of  preventing  disproportional  and  high 
adverse  impacts.  In  that  context,  it  directs  DOT  to  administer  its  programs  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  requirements  under  NEPA  so  as  to  identify  the  risk  of  discrimination  early  in  the 
program  or  policy  development  process.  In  implementing  the  requirements  under  NEPA,  the 
Agency  is  directed  to  obtain  the  following  information: 

■  population  served  and/or  affected  by  race,  color  or  national  origin,  and  income 
level; 

■  proposed  steps  to  guard  against  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  effects  on  the 
basis  of  race,  color,  or  nauonai  cngm;  and 

*        present  and  proposed  membership  by  race,  color,  or  national  origin  in  any 


'The  DOT  Order  defines  adverse  effects  very  broadly.  Adverse  effects  are  the  totality  of 
significant  individual  or  cumulative  human  health  or  environmental  effects  including  interrelated  social  and 
economic  effects  which  may  include  but  are  not  limited  to 

■  bodily  impairment,  infirmity,  illness  or  death 

■  air.  noise,  and  water  pollution  and  soil  contamination 

■  deslnjction  or  disruption  of  man-made  or  natural  resources  ' 

■  destruction  or  diminution  of  aesthetic  values 

■  destrjction  or  disruption  of  community  cohesion  or  a  community's 
economic  vitality 

■  destruction  or  disnjption  of  the  availability  of  public  and  private  fecililies  and 
services 

■  vibration 

■  adverse  employment  effects 

■  displacement  of  persons,  businesses,  farms,  or  nonprofit  organizations 

■  increased  traffic  congestion,  isolation,  exclusion  or  separation  of  minority  or  low- 
income  individuals  within  a  given  community  or  from  the  broader  community 

■  denial  of.  reduction  in,  or  significant  delay  in  the  receipt  of  benefits  of  DOT 
programs,  policies,  or  activities 
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planning  or  advisoiy  body. 


In  addition,  the  DOT  Order  identifies  actions  to  address  disproportionately  high  and  adverse 
effects.  DOT  agencies  are  directed  to  ensure  that  programs  and  policies  having 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  effects  on  minority  or  low-income  populations  will  only  be 
carried  out  if  further  mitigation  measures  or  alternatives  avoiding  or  reducmg  those  effects  are 
not  practicable.  In  determining  practicability,  the  social,  economic,  and  environmental  effects  of 
the  mitigation  will  be  taken  into  account.  . 

Finally,  the  DOT  Order  contemplates  meaningful  opportunities  for  public  involvement  by 
minority  and  low-income  communities  during  the  planning  and  development  of  DOT  activities. 
Specifically,  the  agency  is  to  provide  the  public  infonnation  addressing  the  concerns  of  minority 
and  low-income  populations  regarding  health  and  environmental  impacts. 

CEO  Guidance:  The  CEQ  guidance  defines  key  terms  in  Executive  Order  12898.^  CEQ 
recommends  that  the  additional  guidance  be  applied  with  flexibility  and  that  its  defined  terms  be 
considered  "a  point  of  departure  rather  than  conclusive  direction  in  applying  the  terms  of  the 
Executive  Order." 

The  CEQ  guidance  clearly  states  that  environmental  justice  principles  are  "wholly  consistent 
with  the  purposes  and  policies  of  NEPA."  Although  there  is  no  standard  formula  for  identifying 
environmental  justice  issues  in  NEPA  reviews,  agencies  are  expected  to  address  the  issues  in  a 
clear,  concise,  and  comprehensible  manner.  In  particular,  agencies  should  consider 

■  pubiic  heaitn  oaia  ana  industry  data  concerning  the  potential  for  multiple  or 
cumulative  exposure  to  health  or  environmental  hazards  in  the  affected  population 
even  if  the  effects  of  such  exposure  are  not  within  the  control  or  subject  to  the 
■discretion  of  the  agency  proposing  the  action, 

■  historical  patterns  of  exposure  to  environmental  hazards,  and 

■  interrelated  cultural,  social,  occupational,  historical,  or  economic  factors  that  may 
amplify  natural  and  physical  environmental  effects  (such  factors  should  include 
the  physical  sensitivity  of  the  community  to  particular  impacts,  the  effect  of  any 
disruption  on  community  structure,  and  the  nature  and  degree  of  the  impact  on  the 
physical  and  social  structure  of  the  community). 

Because  environmental  justice  issues  may  arise  at  any  point  in  the  NEPA  process,  CEQ 
encourages  agencies  to  consider  those  issues  "at  each  and  every  step  of  the  process." 


^The  defined  lemns  include:  low-income  population,  minority,  minority  population, 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  healih  effects,  disproportionately  high  and  adverse 
environmental  effects. 
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A;  UiC  cuisei,  m  ihe  scoping  phase  of  tl=e  NEPA  p-rjcess,  agencies  should  delermine  the 
dtmographics  of  the  affected  area. 

In  the  alternatives  phase,  if  the  agency  has  concluded  that  a  disproportionately  high  and  adverse 
health  or  environmental  impact  on  minority  or  low-income  populations  will  result  from  the 
proposed  action  or  alternatives,  CEQ  directs  the  agency  to  consider  the  distribution  as  well  as  the 
magnitude  of  the  disproportionate  impacts.  In  weighing  that  factor,  the  agency  should  consider 
input  from  the  affected  community  as  well  as  the  magnitude  of  the  impacts  associated  with 
alternatives  having  less  disproportionate  adverse  effects  on  minority  or  low-income  populations. 

In  the  analysis  phase,  after  identifying  a  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  health  or 
environmental  effect  on  a  minority  or  low-income  population,  CEQ  directs  agencies  to  analyze 
how  such  effects  are  distributed  within  the  affected  community.  CEQ  recommends  that  any 
available  data  be  displayed  spatially  so  that  the  pubhc  can  see  the  distribution  of  health  and 
environmental  impacts  among  the  demographic  population  groups.  The  display  should  be 
modified  to  reflect  any  additional  qualitative  or  quantitative  information  obtained  through  the 
public  participation  process. 

If  an  agency  has  identified  potential  environmental  justice  issues,  the  agency  is  directed  to  state 
clearly  and  concisely  in  the  DEIS  whether  a  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  health  or 
environmental  impact  on  minority  and  low-income  populations  is  likely  to  result  from  the 
proposed  action.  The  Agency  should  cite  specific  information  so  that  the  public  can  understand 
the  rationale  for  the  agency's  conclusion. 

Agencies  also  are  cirecxed  to  develop  effective  public  participation  strategies  including  active 
outreach  to  affected  groups  and  to  assure  meaningful  community  representation  as  early  as 
possible  at  all  stages  of  the  process. 

FAA  Compliance  with  Federal  Environmental  Justice  Policy 

As  stated  previously,  the  DEIS  does  not  satisfy  either  the  intent  or  the  specific  directives  of  the 
federal  government's  environmental  justice  policy  as  expressed  in  the  Executive  Order,  the  DOT 
Order,  and  the  CEQ  Guidance.  The  DEIS  does  not  demonstrate  an  effort  to  implement  that 
policy  proactively.  Despite  CEQ's  statement  that  its  guidance  should  be  applied  with  flexibility, 
the  DEIS  uses  extremely  narrow  defmitions  of  low-income  and  minority  populations.  Use  of 
such  narrow  definitions  allows  the  FAA  to  conclude  that  there  are  no  environmental  justice 
issues  because  ^^o  fev='  people  fall  within  the  nairowiy  defined  categories.  Major  deficiencies  in 
the  I^EIS  ?re  idant^td  below. 

Data  Collection  and  Analysis:  The  DEIS  presents  no  detailed  demographic  data  for  the 
corrmiunities  surrounding  Logan  Airport  nor  does  it  identify  the  impacted  community  with  any 
geographic  precision  .  The  impacted  community  is  only  identified  by  noise  contours  presented 
on  a  very  small-scale  map.  There  is  no  explanation  regarding  the  issues  considered  in 
identifying  the  study  area.  There  is  no  map  clearly  indicating  the  location  of  the  study  area. 


Although  required  by  the  DOT  Final  Order,  the  DEIS  does  not  define  the  populations  served  or 
affected  by  race,  color,  national  origin,  and  income  level.  Table  8.7-1  is  the  only  table  presented 
in  the  environmental  justice  analysis.  That  table  does  not  clearly  indicate  where  the  noise- 
exposed  population  is  located,  nor  does  it  provide  any  detail  in  describing  the  demographics  of 
that  population.  It  is  impossible  for  any  individual  citizen  to  tell  from  the  table  whether  he  or  she 
is  in  the  noise  exposed  population.  In  addition,  none  of  the  information  is  m^ed  so  that  the 
public  can  see  the  distribution  of  health  and  environmental  impacts  across  population  groups. 

Adverse  Impacts:  Contrary  to  the  requirements  of  the  Executive  Order  and  the  DOT  Order,  the 
DEIS  presents  little  data  and  analysis  on  a  broad  range  of  potential  adverse  impacts.  Because  the 
environmental  justice  analysis  in  the  report  is  brief  and  provides  little  basis  for  its  conclusion  that 
noise  is  the  only  adverse  impact,  especially  in  the  context  of  cumulative  impacts,  it  is  impossible 
to  review  the  rationale  or  data  used  in  reaching  that  conclusion.  Ironically,  that  is  just  the 
circumstance  that  federal  environmental  justice  policy  is  intended  to  remedy. 

Cumulative  Exposure:  The  CEQ  Guidance  directs  agencies  to  consider  the  potential  for 
multiple  or  cumulative  exposure  to  health  and  environmental  hazards  even  if  the  effects  of  the 
cumulative  exposure  are  not  within  the  control  of  the  agency  action.  The  DEIS  offers  no 
information  regarding  the  health  of  the  communities  surroxmding  Logan.  There  is  no  mention  of 
historical  patterns  of  exposure  to  environmental  hazards.  There  is  no  meaningful  discussion  of 
multiple  or  cumulative  exposure.  And  there  is  no  opportunity  to  review  the  conclusions 
regarding  cumulative  exposure  in  the  DEIS  since  there  is  no  detailed  description  of  other  sources 
to  which  low-income  and  minority  communities  surrounding  Logan  are  exposed.  EPA 
understands  that,  for  purposes  of  determining  eligibility  of  homes  for  soundproofing,  FAA  may 
only  rely  on  noise  generated  by  aircraft  operations.  However,  in  preparing  the  environmental 
justice  portion  of  the  DEIS,  the  cumulative  noise  impacts  from  all  sources  in  affected 
neighborhoods  js  a  critical  consideration. 

Health  Issues:  Despite  the  requirement  in  the  Executive  Order,  the  DOT  Order,  and  the  CEQ 
Guidance  that  public  health  issues  be  examined,  there  is  no  discussion  of  the  public  health  issues 
often  raised  by  minority  and  low-income  communities,  such  as  asthma,  respiratory  distress,  or 
attention  deficit  disorder.  Most  remarkably,  there  is  no  discussion  of  hearing  loss,  an  obvious 
health  concern  to  any  population  exposed  to  excessive  noise.  Without  any  discussion  of  baseline 
health  conditions,  it  is  impossible  to  evaluate  the  incremental  impacts  or  risk  associated  with  the 
proposed  agency  action. 

Social,  Cultural,  and  Economic  Factors:  Although  it  is  required  by  the  CEQ  Guidance,  there  is 
no  discussion  of  interrelated  social,  cultural,  occupational,  historical,  and  economic  factors  that 
may  increase  the  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  action.  The  DEIS  does  not  address 
factors  seemingly  relevant  at  Logan  Airport,  including  the  physical  sensitivity  of  the  community 
to  specific  impacts,  the  effect  of  any  disruption  on  community  structure,  and  the  nature  of  the 
impact  on  the  physical  and  social  structure  of  the  community.  For  example,  the  DEIS  appears  to 
assume  that  soundproofing  completely  addresses  noise  impacts  in  a  neighborhood.  There  is  no 
mention  that  over-flights  impair  residents'  use  of  their  porches  or  yards.  Double-pane  windows 
cannot  protect  the  conversations  on  the  street  and  front  stoop  that  bind  a  community  together. 
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Public  Panidyatioii:  Kather  than  responding  directly  to  community  concerns,  the  FAA  instead 
cflen  foc-ascs  on  its  compliance  with  process  requirements.  Many  substantive  issues  were  raised 
in  comments  on  the  scoping  document.  Often  the  response  to  those  comments  merely  noted  the 
public  participation  process  without  responding  substantively  in  a  manner  mdicating  that  the 
comment  was  considered  carefully.  EPA  understands  that  Massport  did  have  a  series  of 
meetings  several  years  ago  on  these  airside  improvements.  However,  several  community  groups 
and  members  of  Logan's  Citizens  Advisory  Council  complained  to  EPA  that  Massport  and  FAA 
failed  to  respond  to  specific  requests  made  from  October  1997  to  late  1998  to  engage  in  a 
concrete  discussion  with  the  community  about  plans  for  air  side  improvements  al  Logan,  and  tliat 
when  the  consultation  did  resume,  it  was  just  before  release  of  the  DEIS.  Community  input 
during  this  final  decision-making  period  would  have  been  particularly  appropriate. 


Noise  Analysis 

General  Comments:  It  remains  unclear  how  Massport  and  the  FAA  will  be  able  to 
comprehensively  "guarantee"  unidirectional  use  (over  the  harbor  only)  of  Runway  14/32. 
Without  such  a  guarantee,  it  is  uncertam  whether  assumptions  about  noise  impacts  from  runway 
14/32  accurately  characterize  future  conditions.  The  EIS  argues  that  the  proposed  new  runway 
will  help  Logan  to  attain  PRAS  goals.  There  are  two  problems  with  this  premise.  First,  based  on 
the  recent  public  debate  concerning  PRAS  goals,  it  is  not  evident  that  these  goals  reflect  current 
community  interests.  Second,  the  focus  on  PRAS  goals  as  a  benefit  of  the  proposed  runway 
inappropriately  shifts  the  focus  away  from  consideration  of  alternatives  to  reduce  use  of  Logan 
(or  air  travel  for  that  matter)  as  a  means  to  eliminate  delay.  Asserting  that  the  FAA  wil!  be  able 
to  distribute  r.  jise  i.*npact£  more  fiexibiy  across  mipacted  communities  does  nothing  to  address 
the  question  of  whether  those  noise  impacts  are  necessar>'  or  adequately  mitigated. 

Technical  Comments 

1.  Use  of  1993  as  Base  Year:  The  use  of  1993  as  the  base  year  is  not  appropriate.  In  general, 
the  normal  airport  analysis  starts  with  a  base  year  that  represents  the  current  situation.  Clearly, 
the  use  of  1993  data  does  not  provide  the  reader  with  the  current  situation,  particularly  as  it 
relates  to  aircraft  type,  aircraft  operations,  population  and  residences.  While  it  maybe  true  that 
the  1993  noise  impacts  were  a  "worst  case"  due  to  the  large  number  of  stage  2  aircraft,  we  do  not 
believe  that  it  represents  the  current  situation.  Moreover,  the  comparison  of  the  alternatives  with 
a  particularly  high  noise  year  may  serve  to  minimize  what  might  otherwise  be  significant 
changes  from  the  cijirent  1999  level  of  neise  cicperienced  by  nearby  communit>'  residents.  For 
historic  purposes  i*  w  av  be  of  some  use,  but  it  should  not  replace  the  current  (base)  situation. 
Since  the  EIS  references  the  fact  that  newer  information  exists  (see  page  5-32,  "1997  Annual 
Update  for  1997  contours"),  it  is  unclear  why  at  the  very  least  1997  was  not  used  as  the 
base/current  year. 

In  addition,  the  EIS  indicates  that  the  noise  model  used  1990  Census  Tiger  Files  to  predict  the 
populations  levels  in  the  noise  contours  for  the  1 993  noise  contours.  We  recommend  that  the 
document  provide  appropriate  justification  that  1990  population  data  is  appropriate  for  use  in 
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1993  without  the  use  of  any  adjurteent  I*  is  also  nc:  clear  what  census  cara  was  used  for 
modeling  1999  and  2010  yezn. 

2.  Use  of  1999  as  Operational  Year:  The  use  of  1999  as  the  runway  operational  year  is  not 
appropriate  since  the  new  runway  will  not  be  operational  this  year.  Therefore,  we  recommend 
that  FAA  provide  additional  new  runway  operational  year  modeling. 

3.  Noise  Contour  Maps:  Various  maps  in  the  noise  analysis  need  to  be  supplemented. 
Specifically: 

While  the  "satellite  view"  contour  maps  are  useful,  there  is  a  need  for  contour  maps  that 
have  far  greater  detail.  The  contour  maps  in  appendix  L  are  better,  but  even  those  are  not 
of  the  scale  that  we  expect  to  see  in  FAA  NEPA  documents.  It  is  likely  that  these  maps 
will  need  to  be  of  the  fold  out  variety  in  order  to  show  the  appropriate  scale; 

Detailed  land  use  maps  in  color  with  noise  contour  overiays  should  also  be  provided. 
The  actual  land  use  as  it  relates  to  local  zoning  should  be  discussed  in  the  appropriate 
sections  of  the  document.  These  maps  should  be  of  the  same  scale  as  the  as  the  new 
contour  map  requested  above; 

•  To  enhance  the  discussion  related  to  reduction  of  the  70  and  75  dBA  contour  areas  and 
the  slight  increase  the  65  dBA  contour,  we  recommend  supplemental  maps  be  provided 
(with  possible  use  of  color)  that  clearly  highlight  were  these  changes  occur. 

4.  Airport  Layout  Map:  Since  the  basic  FAA  acCon  is  the  approval  of  the  modified  Airport 
Layout  Plan,  the  document  should  contain  a  copy  cf  boin  the  existing  and  proposed  Airport 
Layout  Plan  (an  appropriate  scale  will  probably  require  the  use  of  a  fold  out  maps). 

5.  Greater  Detail  in  Operation  and  Fleet  Mix  Information:  Detailed  operation  and  fleet  mix 
tables  need  to  be  provided  for  all  modeled  years.  These  tables  should  show:  aircraft  type, 
average  daily  operations,  arrivals  day,  arrivals  night,  departure  day  and  departure  night.  These 
data  should  match  the  input  data  used  in  the  INN.  The  new  tables  should  be  sub-classed  by 
commercial,  commuter/air  taxi,  miUtary  and  general  aviation  operations. 

6.  Discussion  of  60  dBA  Contours:  Although  the  60  dBA  contours  in  the  technical  appendices 
do  provide  additional  information,  this  information  should  be  provided  in  the  main  volume  of  the 
EIS.  We  recommend  that  FAA  show  and  discuss  any  areas  within  the  60  dBA  contour  that 
would  experience  a  5  dBA  increase  in  accordance  -Aith  the  ■  992  FICON  guidance. 

7.  Detailed  Grid  Point  SEL  Data:  While  the  noise  analysis  does  provide  some  Lmax  data,  we 
recommend  that  this  information  be  supplemented  with  detailed  grid  point  SEL  data  for  selected 
representative  sites. 
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Construction  MitigatfCE 


The  DEIS  identifies  several  construction  period  mitigation  measures,  including  the  suppression 
of  fugitive  dust.  Massport  should  commit  to  mitigative  measures  to  control  emissions  from  the 
heavy-duty  engine  construction  equipment  involved  in  any  airport  improvements.  An  excellent 
model  for  such  mitigation  is  the  Central  Artery/Timners  Clean  Air  Construction  project,  a 
project  spearheaded  jointly  by  EPA-New  England,  several  Massachusetts  state  offices,  the 
Northeast  States  for  Coordinated  Air  Use  Management  (NESCAUM)  and  the  Manufacturers  of 
Emission  Control  Association.  Under  the  Clean  Air  Construction  project,  seventy  construction 
machines  (including  front  end  loaders,  backhoes,  excavators,  cranes  and  air  compressors)  have 
been  retrofitted  with  pollution  control  devices  (oxidation  catalysts  or  particulate  filters)  in  order 
to  reduce  particulate  matter,  hydrocarbons,  carbon  monoxide  and  toxics.  In  its  construction 
contracts,  Massport  should  require  contractors  to  participate  in  this  program  of  retrofitting 
construction  equipment.  More  information  on  this  construction  initiative  can  be  found  at 
NESCAUM's  website  www.nescaum.org. 

Rating 

For  the  reasons  discussed  above,  EPA  has  rated  this  EIS  "Environmental  Objections;  Insufficient 
Information"  in  accordance  with  EPA's  national  rating  system,  a  description  of  which  is 
attached. 
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 ,. ,  .v^.Mo  MiMU  r-ULLOW-UP  ACTION 

Environmentat  Impact  of  the  Action 
LO-LacK  cf  ObjectJons 

The  EPA  review  has  not  identified  any  potential  impacts  requiring  substantive  changes  to  the  proposal. 
The  review  may  have  disclosed  opportunities  for  application  of  mitigation  measures  that  could  be 
accomplished  with  no  more  than  minor  changes  to  the  proposal. 

EC-Environmental  Concerns 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  environmental  impacts  that  should  be  avbidedin  order  to  fully  protect 
the  environment.  Corrective  measures  may  require  changes  to  the  preferred  alternative  or  application 
of  mitigation  measures  that  can  reduce  the  environmental  impact.  EPA  would  like  to  work  with  the  lead 
agency  to  reduce  these  impacts. 

EO~Environmental  Objections 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  significant  environmental  impacts  that  must  be  avoided  in  order  to 
provide  adequate  protection  for  the  environment.  Corrective  measures  may  require  substantial 
changes  to  the  preferred  alternative  or  consideration  of  some  other  project  alternative  (including  the 
no  action  alternative  or  a  new  alternative).  EPA  intends  to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these 
impacts. 

EU--EnvlronmentaIiy  Unsatisfactory 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  are  of  sufficient  magnitude  that  they 
are  unsatisfactory  from  the  standpoint  of  public  healfh  or  welfare  or  environmental  quality.  EPA  intends 
to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts.  If  the  potential  unsatisfactory  Impacts  are  not 
corrected  at  the  final  EIS  stage,  this  proposal  will  be  recommended  for  referral  to  the  CEO. 

Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement 

Category  1-Adequ'ate 

-PA  believes  that  draft  EIS  adequately  sets  forth  the  environmental  impact(s)  of  the  preferred 
alternative  and  thos^  of  the  alternatives  reasonably  available  to  the  project  or  action.  No  further 
analysis  or  data  collection  is  necessary,  but  the  reviewer  may  suggest  the  addition  of  clarifying 
language  or  information. 

Category  2~lnsufficlent  Information 

The  draft  EIS  does  not  contain  sufficient  information  for  EPA  to  fully  assess  environmental  impacts  that 
should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the  environment,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  identified  new 
reasonably  available  alternatives  that  are  within  the  spectrum  of  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS, 
which  could  reduce  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  action.  The  identified  additional  information,  data, 
analyses,  or  discussion  should  be  included  in  the  fina!  EIS. 

Caiegory  3--lnadequat© 

EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  adequately  assesses  potentially  significant  environmental 
impacts  of  the  action,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  identified  new,  reasonably  available  altematives  that  are 
outside  of  the  spectmm  of  alternatives  analysed  in  the  draft  EIS,  which  should  be  analyzed  in  order 
to  reduce  the  potentially  significant  environmental  impacts.  EPA  believes  that  the  identified  additional 
information,  data,  analyses,  or  discussions  are  of  such  a  magnitude  that  they  should  have  full  public 
review  at  a  draft  stage.  EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  is  adequate  for  the  purposes  of  the 
NEPA  and/or  Section  309  review,  and  thus  should  be  formally  revised  and  made  available  for  public 
comment  in  a  supplemental  or  revised  draft  EIS.  On  the  basis  of  the  potential  significant  impacts 
"involved,  this  proposal  could  be  a  candidate  for  referral  to  the  CEQ. 


it 
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Letter  6 

US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  1 
John  P.  DeViliars,  Regional  Administrator 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Response 


6.1 


Noise 


Soundproofing     ...while  the  DEIS  promises  as  mitigation  the  soundproofing 
of  all  homes  newly  exposed  to  high  levels  of  aircraft  noise 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project,  there  remains 
uncertainty  as  to  whether  the  mitigation  covers  enough 
homes,  and  whether  Massport  and  FAA  will  have  adequate 
funding  to  carry  out  this  commitment. 


6.2        Ground  Mitigation 
Transportation 


.  ..commitments  for  improvements  to  the  Blue  Line  Station 
at  Logan.. .have  not  been  kept. 


The  mitigation  program  will  include  all  residences  impacted 
through  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Altematrve. 
Logan  Airport  has  one  of  the  most  comprehensive  and 
progressive  sound  insulation  programs  of  any  airport  in  the 
country.  It  was  initiated  in  1980  before  any  airport  began 
receiving  federal  funding  to  soundproof  homes  under  FAR  Part 
150.  It  is  the  only  program  in  the  country  to  offer  residents  extra 
sound  insulation  treatinent  in  a  "room  of  preference"  chosen  by 
the  homeowner  and  it  is  the  only  program  in  the  country  that 
received  FAA  approval  to  expand  the  area  of  eligibility  by 
accounting  for  Nil  effects.  In  addition,  as  of  the  1999-2000 
construction  season,  FAA  grants  covering  80  percent  of  the 
cost  of  sound  insulation  (paid  for  by  airline  ticket  taxes), 
combined  with  funds  provided  by  Massport  through  Passenger 
Facility  Charges  and  landing  fees,  had  fully  funded  the  sound 
insulation  of  all  eligible  dwelling  units  in  Massport's  current 
sound  insulation  program.  Despite  this  accomplishment, 
Massport  continues  to  seek  means  of  expanding  its  sound 
insulation  program  exclusive  of  FAA's  decision  on  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  If  the  FAA  approves  the 
Preferred  Altemative,  Massport  is  committed  to  expanding  the 
program  to  include  all  additionally  eligible  residences. 

The  MBTA  is  developing  a  new  Logan  Airport  Station  to  be 
located  about  400  feet  north  of  the  existing  Logan  Airport 
Station.  Massport  is  consulting  with  the  MBTA  on  the 
projecf  s  design  and  operational  elements.  The  new 
Logan  Airport  Station  will  include  modem  passenger 
amenities  such  as  wide  escalators,  oversized  elevators,  and 
real-time  flight  information  displays  in  the  station  lobby.  It  will 
also  provide  a  convenient  at-grade  connection  to  the 
neighborhood,  AITC  Blue  Route  and  Logan  Airport,  and  may 
become  a  stop  on  the  MBTA's  proposed  Circumferential 
Transit  (Urban  Ring)  service.  The  Airport  Station  project  has 
been  the  subject  of  EIS  review  and  is  proceeding  as 
approved  in  the  FHWA-CA/T  review  process. 
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Code 

6.3 


Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Environmental  Demographic 
Justice  Data 


Comment 

The  analytic  basis  lor. .  .[FAA's  and  Massporl's  conclusion 
that  minonty  and  low-income  communities  do  not 
expenence  disproportionately  high  impacts)  is  insufficient 
since  critical  demographic  and  other  relevant  health  data 
are  missing. 


6.4 


Environmental  Demographic 
Justice  Data 


.  ..the  DEIS  does  not  compare  the  demographics  of 
communities  served  by  this  project  to  the  demographics  of 
communities  beanng  the  burden  of  the  pro)ect's  impacts. 


6.5      j  Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


. .  .the  environmental  justice  analysis  in  the  DEIS  fxuses 
solely  on  noise  and  ignore  credible  public  comments 
identifying  air  quality,  odor,  traffic  and  other  impacts  that 
cumulatively  burden  sunounding  communities  with  high 
percentage  of  low-income  and  minonty  populations. 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  detailed  analysis  ol 
environmental  lustice  requirements.  Refer  to  Section  6.8  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Low-income  and  minority 
populations  were  delined  in  accordance  with  Federal 
Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order,  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  ol  low-income 
populations  was  expanded  to  include  households  at 
150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there  is 
no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income 
or  minonty  populations.  Only  21  percent  ol  the  population  in 
the  65  dB  DNL  and  above  contour  for  the 
Preferred  Altemative  is  minority,  compared  to  the 
Suffolk  County  minonty  population  of  38  percent  Less  than 
two  percent  of  the  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour 
for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a  household  income  less 
than  150  percent  ol  poverty  level.  The  additional  area  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  associated  with  the 
Preferred  Alternative  includes  a  predominately  Hispanic 
neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is  predicted  under  worst  case 
assumptions  to  expenence  an  increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less. 
Under  FAA  standards,  this  change  is  not  a  significant  adverse 
impact.  The  minonty  and  low-income  populations  in 
South  Boston  and  East  Boston  affected  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are  almost  identical 
to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative  does  not  extend  into  Jamaica  Plain, 
Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the  increased  noise 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be  provided  to  affected 
communities  in  the  form  of  residential  sound  insulation. 

Refer  to  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
detailed  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis. 
The  analysis  provides  for  an  appropnate  comparison  of  the 
altematives. 

The  analysis  covers  all  the  requirements  of  Executive  Order 
12898,  U.S.  DOT  implementing  regulations,  and  FAA  policy. 

The  Environmental  Justice  analyzes  the  demographics  of 
those  that  bear  the  impact  within  the  65  DNL  contour  to  the 
population  that  gets  the  benefit  of  the  project,  which  is  Suffolk 
County. 

Noise  was  identified  as  the  only  off-airport  impact  associated 
with  the  Preferred  Alternative  with  the  potential  for  impacts  to 
environmental  justice  populations.  Because  of  improved 
airfield  efficiency  and  shorter  delay  penods,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  is  projected  to  slightly  reduce  emissions 
of  air  pollutants  when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
Construction  will  be  managed  to  minimize  air,  noise  and  other 
impacts  to  the  adjacent  communities.  All  construction 
vehicles  will  be  required  to  use  designated  truck  routes  and  to 
avoid  local  streets.  Because  of  the  perceived  importance  of 
cumulative  impacts.  Chapter  7  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  addresses  cumulative  impacts. 


Letters:  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  1 
John  P.  DeVillars,  Regional  Administrator 


1 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


6.6 


Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Airports 


6.7 


Comment 

...[T]o  increase  alternatives  to  air  travel  through  Logan.. .[a 
regional,  long-term  transportation  goal  should  be  to  use] 
T.F.  Green  in  Rhode  Island,  Worcester  Airport  in 
Massachusetts,  Manchester  Airport  in  New  Hampshire  and 
other  regional  aiiports.... 


Regional  Passenger  Rail    [Another  regional,  long-term  transportation  goal  should  be  to 

Transportation  provide]  through  intercity  high-speed  rail  connections 

supported  by  a  North-South  Station  link. 


6.8 


Ground  Regional        ■  [Massport,  FAA,  and  other  federal  and  state  transportation 

Transportation     Airports  agencies  should]  establish  efficient  mass  transit  access  to 

and  between  the  regional  airports.... 


6.9        Ground  Access  to  [Massport,  FAA,  and  other  federal  and  state  transportation 

Transportation     Logan  Airport      agencies  should]  reduce  Logan's  traffic  impacts  on 

sun-ounding  communities  by  such  measures  as  a  free 
shuttle  service  between  South  Station  and  Logan,  an 
intenmodal  terminal  at  Route  128,  and  the  Urban  Ring. 


Response 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  service 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-temn 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth.  In 
addition,  FAA  AIR  funds  have  been  provided  since  the  early 
1990s  to  initiate  development  of  these  regional  airports. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  full  use  of  other  regional  alternatives, 
including  high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market. 
New  York.  Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of 
the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis  supports  the  conclusion  that 
greater  use  of  the  regional  airports  will  provide  passengers 
within  the  sen/ice  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable 
altemative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within  Logan 
Airports  primary  service  area  will  remain  strong,  the 
improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the 
need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section 
2.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the 
upcoming  New  England  Airports  System  Study. 

Massport  has  actively  encouraged  regional  transportation 
alternatives  to  Logan  Airport,  including  rail.  Massport 
supports  intercity  rail  planning  through  its  membership  in  the 
Boston  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization  (MPO).  The  MPO 
is  a  cooperative  planning  board  whose  membership  also 
includes  MassHighway,  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council; 
MBTA,  and  MBTA  Advisory  Board.  As  members  of  the  MPO, 
Massport  and  these  agencies  are  responsible  for  prepanng 
the  Boston  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP)  and 
the  Transportation  Plan  for  the  Boston  Region  In  this 
capacity,  Massport  influences  regional  transportation  plans 
for  intercity  rail.  Massport  also  holds  a  seat  on  the 
Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  of  the  MBTA's 
North-South  Rail  Link  Project.  The  CAC  met  monthly  and 
provided  a  forum  for  Massport  and  the  MBTA  to  coordinate 
their  ndership  estimates  and  assessments  of  the  relationship 
of  the  North-South  Rail  Link  on  airport  access  and  airport 
usage.  To  date,  the  North-South  Rail  Link  Project  has  not 
received  funding  and  will  not  impact  Logan  Airport  over  the 
study  time  frame.  Should  the  North-South  Rail  Link  be 
constructed,  resulting  passenger  diversions  from 
Logan  Airport  to  rail  could  reach  46,700  annual  passengers, 
or  less  than  one-half  of  one  percent  of  Logan  Airport's  total 
annual  traffic. 

Massport  supports  improved  ground  access  to  Worcester 
Regional,  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and 
Logan  airports.  These  projects  are  discussed  in  Section  2.9 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Massport  has  a  comprehensive  ground  access  strategy  in 
place  including  consideration  of  promoting  HOV  use  and 
altemative  modes  of  transportation  to  Logan  Airport.  The 
status  of  the  South  Station  and  Logan  Airport  link  (the  Airport 
Intermodal  Transit  Connector),  an  intennodal  terminal  at 
Route  128,  and  the  Urban  Ring  were  documented  in  the 
Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR). 
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Code 

6.10 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 


Comment 

In  addition,  Massport  should  reduce  the  small  plane  mix 
from  Logan's  peak  traffic  hours  through  a  peak  penod 
pricing  strategy,  implemented  with  appropnate  sensitivity  to 
the  needs  of  communities  served  exclusively  by  smaller 
aircraft 


6.11 


Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 


6.12 


Noise 


Soundproofing 


6.13 


Noise 


impacts 


Additional  analysis  is  critical  to  determine  whether  the 
imposition  of  peak  penod  pncing  now  would  help  send  the 
necessary  marlcet  signals  to  ensure  that  airlines'  plans  result 
in  the  most  efficient  use  of  Logan  Airport  (including  smarter 
use  of  other  regional  airports,  and,  for  smaller  camers,  the 
use  of  planes  capable  of  handling  more  passengers. 


The  affected  communities  have  raised  senous  and  credible 
concerns  about  the  ability  of  the  computer  modeling  relied 
upon  in  the  DEIS  to  accurately  rellect  noise  levels 
associated  with  Logan  operations  and  to  select  homes 
eligible  for  soundproofing.  These  concerns  are  based  on  in 
situ  noise  monitoring  which  appears  to  demonstrate  that 
computer  modeling  underestimates  actual  noise  levels,  at 
least  in  some  neighborhoods.  The  DEIS  does  not  properly 
address  this  deficiency  and  thus  does  not  adequately 
represent  the  likely  actual  noise  impacts. 


Furthermore,  the  noise  inaeases  to  neighborhoods  that  fall 
outside  the  FAA's  65kJBA  contour  remain  inadequately 
acknov\?ledged  and  addressed,  as  do  the  very  high  noise 
levels  that  occur  each  time  aircraft  fly  over  or  by 
neighborhoods. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a  demand 
management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  Massport  has 
developed  an  action  plan  as  descnbed  in  Section  4.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to  address 
overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  Airport. 

Elements  of  the  PPP  monitonng  system  include  periodic 
review  of  advance  airline  schedules,  compansons  of 
projected  activity  levels  to  airfield  capacity,  analysis  of 
resultant  levels  of  delay,  discussions  with  major  Logan  Airport 
earners  to  allow  for  voluntary  schedule  adjustments,  and 
development  of  an  action  plan,  as  descnbed  in  Section  4.5  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  which  would  be  put  into  place  if 
overscheduling  conditions  are  not  corrected  Results  of  the 
monitonng  system  were  reported  in  filings  on  an  ongoing 
basis.  The  Peak  Penod  Monitonng  System  is  descnbed  in 
Section  4.5  4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels  havi 
been  reported  in  Logan  Airport's  vanous  GEIRs  and  Annual 
Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  close-in  locations 
were  significantly  reduced  in  1996  through  modification  of 
source  levels  to  better  account  lor  over-water  sound 
propagation  and  apparent  use  of  higher  engine  power  settings 
than  are  normally  assumed  in  the  noise  model's  database 
(Reler  to  Appendix  F  of  the  Logan  Airport  1996  Annual 
Update). 

In  1998,  differences  between  measured  and  modeled  noise 
became  even  less  when  Massport  upgraded  its  monitonng 
system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by  aircraft  -  a 
metnc  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure  levels 
predicted  by  the  noise  model. 

At  sites  having  exposure  levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this 
improvement  to  the  monitonng  system  brought  measured  and 
modeled  DNL  values  to  within  0.2  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to 
Chapter  5  of  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update).  Massport 
continues  to  investigate  possible  causes  for  remaining 
differences  (such  as  from  hill  effects)  but  believes  the  FAA's 
INM  noise  model  used  in  the  Airside  Project  noise  analyses 
accurately  represents  expected  noise  exposure.  Using  results 
from  a  special  study  of  Ten-am  Modeling  analysis  ( "hill 
effects")  in  Orient  Heights  and  Jeffries  Point,  Massport 
applied  for  and  received  approval  to  apply  a  correction  to 
1999  contours  to  account  for  increased  levels  in  Orient 
Heights. 

Noise  exposure  is  now  reported  down  to  DNL  values  of  50  dB, 
and  expected  changes  in  exposure  are  reported  for  several 
new  communities  outside  the  60  dB  DNL  contour.  For  example, 
refer  to  Tables  6.2-8  and  6.2-9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code 

6.14 


Topic  1 

Noise 


Topic  2  Comment 

Impacts  The  DEIS  does  not  tulty  disclose  the  sleep  disruption  and 

other  impacts  that  occur  in  these  instances,  nor  does  it 
address  cumulative  noise  impacts  to  account  lor  all  noise, 
not  just  modeled  aircraft  noise,  as  is  required  under  NEPA. 


6.15 


Analysis  Base  Year         In  addition,  the  use  of  1 993  is  not  appropriate  as  the  base 

Assumptions/  year  for  analysis  as  it  does  not  represent  existing  conditions 

Methodologies  and  may  minimize  the  relative  noise  impacts  from  the 

Preferred  Alternative  vi^hen  compared  with  what  appears  to 
have  been  an  especially  noisy  base  year. 


6.16 


Analysis  Passenger 
Assumptions/  Forecasts 
Methodologies 


The  DEIS  analyses  ignore  the  critical  question  of  whether 
the  improvements  will  spur  additional  growth  at  the  airport. 
In  comparing  the  alternatives,  both  the  noise  and  air  quality 
analyses  assume  that  the  future  passenger/flight  operations 
growth  at  Logan  will  remain  constant  regardless  of  whether 
or  not  the  runway  14/32  is  constructed.  The  analysis 
thereby  avoids  any  serious  consideration  of  what  appears  to 
be  one  of  the  most  critical  questions  posed  by  this  project- 
whether  the  proposed  improvements,  especially  when 
combined  with  landside  improvements,  cumulatively 
facilitate  future  growrth  in  flight  operations  and  passenger 
traffic  with  corresponding  increases  in  noise,  traffic,  and  air 
pollution  impacts. 


Response 

The  Night  Equivalent  Sound  Level  (LeqN)  was  calculated  at 
23  selected  locations  for  all  fleets  and  scenarios. 
Tables  6.2.17  and  6.2.18  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
report  these  data  for  the  29M  Low  and  37.5M  High  Fleet 
scenarios  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  results  show 
that,  at  most  locations,  the  LeqN  for  the  future  fleets  is  lower 
than  lor  the  1993  case.  Where  there  is  an  increase  in  LeqN, 
the  reason  was  the  increase  in  flights  for  the 
No  Action  Alternative,  which  generally  was  mitigated  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  These  results  indicate  that  there  will  be 
less  sleep  disturbance  in  the  future  than  that  cun'ently 
expenenced. 

Refer  to  Section  7.4.1  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  cumulative  noise  impacts. 


The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  delay  and 
environmental  analyses  for  1998  to  reflect  current  conditions 
and  to  provide  context  to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport. 
The  No  Action  Alternative  is  the  appropnate  "base" 
comparison  for  assessing  future  year  conditions  and  the 
effectiveness  of  the  Airside  Project.  The  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  expands  upon  the  discussion  between  current 
and  histoncal  conditions  and  can  be  found  in  Section  4.2  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


The  Prefen-ed  Alternative  will  not  create  additional  passenger 
demand  or  flight  operations  at  Logan  Airport.  The 
Preferred  Alternative,  and  specifically  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32,  would  not  increase  Logan  Airport's  nonnal 
airfield  capacity  of  approximately  120  operations  per  hour. 
Instead,  Runway  14/32  would  allow  Logan  Airport  to  maintain 
this  capacity  during  penods  of  strong  northwest  winds  that 
now  require  controllers  to  operate  on  only  one  or  two 
ainways,  compared  to  the  typical  three-runway  configurations 
used  at  Logan  Airport.  The  runway  will  not  increase 
Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity,  nor  will  it 
encourage  or  induce  an  increase  in  aircraft  operations. 

The  runway  will  substantially  reduce  delays  that  occur  during 
northwest  wind  conditions.  Preventing  these  delays  will 
represent  a  real  benefit  to  the  passengers  and  airlines  that 
currently  experience  them.  However,  because  these  wind 
conditions  and  the  associated  delays  are  not  regular  or 
predictable  and  cannot  be  readily  anticipated,  it  is  not 
expected  that  their  prevention  will  stimulate  growth  in 
Logan  Airport  passenger  demand  above  and  beyond  the 
rates  that  would  have  occurred  absent  the  runway. 

Instead,  growth  in  Logan  Airport  passenger  demand  will  be 
principally  driven  by  local  and  national  economic  conditions, 
competition  and  pricing  within  the  airiine  industry,  and  the 
distribution  of  airline  services  and  passenger  traffic  between 
Logan  Airport  and  the  surrounding  regional  airports.  The 
broad  range  of  forecasts  considered  in  the  Airside  Project 
operational  and  environmental  analyses  capture  any  potential 
vanation  in  future  passenger  and  aircraft  activity  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  environmental  impacts  associated  with 
these  alternative  forecasts  have  been  evaluated  in  the 
Logan  Airport  Airside  analysis  and  GEIR/ESPRs.  Section  4.2 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  more  detailed 
discussion. 
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Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


6.17       Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


6.18       Environmental  FAA/NEPA, 
Review  ME  PA 

!  Process 


Comment 

...the  scope  ol  the  DEIS,  with  its  focus  on  construction  of 
proposed  runway  14/32  and  the  taxiway  improvements,  Is 
too  limited  and  fails  to  senously  consider  regional 
improvements  as  alternatives  to  the  Logan  runway  project. 
As  EPA  indicated  in  its  previous  comments,  the  DEIS 
should  have  identified  a  targeted  regional  strategy  including 
both  existing  and  potential  capacity,  as  well  as  regional 
pncing  and  marketing  to  enhance  the  capacity  and 
efficiency  o(,  and  access  to,  all  New  England  airports. 


As  EPA  indicated  in  comments  on  the  DEIS  scope,  the 
airside  and  landside  pro)ects  are  functionally  linked,  and  as 
such,  they  should  be  evaluated  together  in  a 
comprehensive  EIS  The  current  analysis  focuses  entirely  in 
airside  issues  with  no  real  analysis  of  opportunities  for 
Massport  to  integrate  landside  and  airside  planning  to 
enable  Logan  to  improve  operations  and  handle  the 
substantially  greater  numbers  of  passenger  anticipated  for 
the  coming  decades.  In  response  to  our  scoping  comments, 
the  DEIS  explains  that  the  analysis  is  based  on  background 
planning  information  provided  in  the  state  Genenc 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (GEIR)  and  that  the  DEIS  is 
based  on  the  FAA  scope  which  was  developed  through  a 
public  comment  process.  Unfortunately,  our  comments  on 
the  appropnate  scope  of  analysis  for  tlie  EIS  were  largely 
discounted,  and  the  GEIR,  a  document  prepared  under  the 
mies  of  state  law,  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA. 
Thus,  reliance  on  the  GEIR  to  satisfy  NEPA's  requirements 
for  a  cumulative  impact  analysis  is  not  appropriate. 


Response 

The  alternatives  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  respond  to 
state  and  Federal  scoping  directives.  Chapter  2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  a  discussion  of  the 
specific  role  played  by  the  regional  transportation  alternatives 
and  steps  that  Massport  has  taken  to  foster  use  of  these 
alternatives.  Massport  has  long  recognized  and  has  been  a 
proponent  of  options  to  Logan  Airport.  Together  with  the 
regional  airports,  Massport  has  implemented  a  regional 
strategy  to  enhance  the  use  of  options  to  Logan  Airport.  In 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  Massport  identified  up  to  7  3  million  annual 
passengers  that  could  be  absorbed  by  regional  alternatives 
that  include  use  of  T  F  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and 
Worcester  Regional  airports,  as  well  as  the  new  high-speed 
rail  to  New  York.  In  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport 
recognizes  that  these  developments  will  slow  Logan  Airport's 
passenger  traffic  growth.  Massport  now  expects  that 
Logan  Airport  will  not  achieve  the  37.5  million  passenger 
forecasts  until  2015,  rather  than  2010,  and  the  45  million 
passenger  forecasts  will  not  be  achieved  until  2024.  While 
regional  alternatives  can  play  an  important  role  in  reducing 
the  rate  of  future  traffic  grovrth  at  Logan  Airport,  they  do  not 
address  Logan  Airport's  inability  to  efficiently  accommodate 
current  levels  of  demand  dunng  northwest  wind  conditions. 
Runway  14/32,  which  is  designed  to  correct  the  problem  with 
Logan  Airport's  layout,  is  necessary  to  correct  this  deficiency 
and  provides  clear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels. 
These  benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as 
developments  at  the  regional  airports  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of 
future  growth  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  proposed  improvements  analyzed  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  involve  both  construction  and  administrative 
actions  that  will  facilitate  aircraft  operations  (landings, 
takeoffs  and  taxiing).  None  of  the  improvements  involve 
landside  facility  improvements  (e.g.,  terminals  and  roadways) 
or  related  operations.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  analyzes 
in  detail  the  impacts  from  aircraft  operations,  including 
analysis  of  noise  and  air  quality  impacts  dunng  the  years 
1993,  1998  and  under  future  forecast  scenarios  as  well  as 
environmental  benefits  from  certain  of  the  improvement 
concepts  under  review.  In  this  respect,  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  conforms  with  scoping  directives  from  the  lead 
federal  agency  (the  FAA)  and  with  applicable  FAA 
environmental  orders,  all  issued  in  accordance  with  NEPA, 
and  with  directives  from  EOEA  issued  under  MEPA.  The 
various  GEIR  documents,  including  the  Logan  Airport 
1998  Annual  Update  and  the  7999  Environmental  Status  and 
Progress  Report  (previously  GEIR),  provide  additional 
analytic  context  by  examining  cumulative  impacts  from  airside 
(i.e.,  aircraft)  operations  and  landside  (e.g.,  vehicular  traffic, 
terminal  sen/ice  vehicles)  operations  at  Logan  Airport  as  well 
as  Massport's  comprehensive  mitigation  program.  The 
ESPR/GEIR  is  specifically  incorporated  by  reference  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  as  a  background  document.  Each  GEIR/ESPR 
submission  is  subject  to  public  review  and  comment.  The 
Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update  and  the  7999  ESPR 
analysis  is  based  on  the  same  forecast  levels  used  in  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  GEIR/ESPR  informs 
Massport's  planning  process  for  all  the  improvements  at 
Logan  Airport,  including  the  improvements  under  review  in 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Consistent  with  past  practice, 
Massport  expects  that  the  FAA  will  take  the  GEIR/ESPR 
analysis  into  account  during  its  deliberations  and  ultimate 
decision  on  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
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Response 

6.19 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

EPA  recommends  that,  rather  than  proceeding  with  the 
environmental  review  of  the  taxiway  and  njnway 
improvements,  Massport  and  FAA  focus  instead  on 
establishing  a  strategy  to  make  Logan  Airport  a  more 
efficient  transportation  center  with  less  impact  on 
surrounding  communities,  by  improving  mass  transit  access 
to  the  Airport  and  preventing  growth  in  the  number  of  flight 
operations. 

Massport  is  constantly  striving  to  make  Logan  Airport  a  more 
efficient  airport  with  less  impact  on  sun'ounding  communities. 
These  efforts  include  improving  mass  transit  access  to  Logan 
Airport.  The  Airside  Project  makes  Logan  Airport  more 
efficient  and  will  not  affect  vehicle  traffic,  transit  systems  or 
major  roadway  intersections.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
discusses  all  the  environmental  impacts  from  the 
Airside  Project.  The  ESPR/GEIR  and  its  Annual  Updates 

fiKru^^  M^QQnnrt'Q  pffnriQ  tn  Ipcccin  1  nnan  Aimnrt'c  tntol  ' 

environmental  footpnnt,  especially  impacts  from  ground 
access.  However,  Massport  has  developed  an  action  plan  as 
descnbed  in  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
designed  to  address  overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  j 
Airport. 

6.20 

Rpniorv)! 
Transportation 

PaQ.(%pnnpr  R^il 

Onp  mpjirw  tn  rpHiir*p  thp  nrnwth  nrp^QurpQ  nn 

Logan  Airport  is  to  enhance  the  cun-ent  intercity 
transportation  options. ..Massport,  in  cooperation  with 
EOTC,  U.S.  DOT.  Amtrak,  and  other  transportation 
agencies,  should  take  active  measures  to  promote  high 
speed  rail.... 

L/Rapier  d  oi  ine  ouppiemeniai  ULio/rtin  provioes 
discussion  of  the  entire  region's  air  transportation  system  and 
includes  a  discussion  of  altemative  modes,  specifically, 
high-speed  rail  and  the  extent  of  Massport's  active 
involvement  in  this  area.  Refer  to  response  to  Comments  6.6 
and  6.7. 

621 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

These  efforts  should  not  be  limited  to  high  speed  rail  but 
should  also  encourage  and  market  the  use  of  other  regional 
airports  to  the  benefit  of  Logan  and  surrounding 
communities. 

Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  a 
discussion  of  the  specific  role  played  by  the  regional 
alternatives,  and  steps  Massport  has  taken  to  foster 
increased  use  of  these  alternatives.  Refer  to  response  to 
Comments  6.6  and  6.7. 

6.22 

■ 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

...the  implementation  of  peak  period  pricing  should  be  a 
piece  of  the  regional  transportation  strategy.  The  DEIS 
cleariy  demonstrates  that  peak  period  pncing  would  sen/e  to 
lessen  delays  substantially  in  the  high  growth  future 
scenarios...  Additional  analysis  is  critical  to  determine 
whether  the  imposition  of  peak  period  pricing  now  would 

hpln  c;pnrt  thp  tv^c^^^iv  nriflrkpt  t^innak  tn  pn<^tirA  that 

airiines'  plans  result  in  the  most  efficient  use  of 
Logan  Airport... Such  an  evaluation  should  include  an 
appropriate  sensitivity  analysis  to  help  determine  the 
operations/hour  level  where  peak  penod  pncing  becomes 
effective. 

Massport  has  developed  an  action  plan  as  described  in 
Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to 
address  overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to 
responses  to  Comment  6.10  and  6.1 1 . 

623 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 

Pricing 

According  to  the  DEIS,  Massport  appears  willing  to  consider 
peak  period  pricing  only  when  Logan  actually  experiences 
over  scheduling.  For  this  measure,  Massport  is  prepared  to 
wait  and  see  if  peak  penod  pricing  is  necessary.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  DEIS  details  Massporf  s  argument  that  it 
needs  a  new  runway  now,  despite  the  exponential  growth  in 
passenger  traffic  through  Green  and  Manchester.  Following 
such  logic,  EPA  questions  why  Massport  doesn't  wait  on  its 
decision  to  construct  a  new  runway  until  it  is  clear  whether 
the  region  really  needs  an  expanded  Logan,  thereby  giving 
the  regional  airports  a  chance  to  capture  more  traffic, 
consistent  with  the  impressive  gains  made  at  Manchester 
and  Green. 

Additional  analysis  of  PPP  is  set  out  in  Section  4.5  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 

The  regional  airports  at  Manchester  and 
T.F.  Green/Providence  have  expenenced  exceptional  traffic  1 
growth  over  the  past  several  years.  Massport  estimates  that 
in  1999  regional  airports  diverted  2.4  million  passengers  from 
Logan  Airport.  In  the  future,  continued  development  at  the 
icyiuiidi  dirpons  bnouiu  relieve  some  oi  ine  iranic  growtn 
pressures  at  Logan  Airport,  resulting  in  a  reduced  rate  of 
traffic  growth.  Nevertheless,  regional  altematives  do  not 
address  Logan  Airport's  inability  to  efficiently  accommodate 
cun'ent  levels  of  demand  during  northwest  wind  conditions. 
Refer  to  response  to  Comment  6.17. 

6.24 

Alternatives 

Other  Non- 
Construction 
Alternatives 

Additional  delay  reduction  benefits  may  be  obtained  from 
managing/pnontizing  takeoffs  so  tne  large  planes  viflth  more 
passengers  are  given  preference  over  smaller  planes  dunng 
peak  penods  of  delay. 

Although  prioritizing  takeoffs  based  on  aircraft  size  might 
reduce  delavs  the  air  traffic  rontrni  w;tpm  nf  thp 
United  States,  which  the  FAA  operates,  is  based  on  a 
first-come,  first-serve  policy  under  most  circumstances.  Any 
change  in  this  policy  would  require  a  major  federal  decision 
and  would  involve  significant  implications  within  the  entire  air  \ 
traffic  control  system. 
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6.25       Analysis  Planning 
Assumptions/  Penod 
Methodologies 


6.26       Air  Quality  Model 


t  I 


6.27      Air  Quality  NAAQS 


6.28     I  Air  Quality  NAAQS 


Comment 

. .  .the  proposed  project  offers  only  short  term  relief  (five 
years)  for  delay  problems  it  is  intended  to  resolve.  Massport 
should  extend  the  planning  horizon  lor  the  analysis 
(cunrently  only  at  ten  years)  as  part  of  supplemental  efforts 
to  investigate  longer  term  solutions.  The  solutions  should 
actively  integrate  Logan  operations  with  regional 
transportation  planning  (airside  and  landside  integration). 


The  DEIS's  conclusion  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  will 
have  the  least  negative  air  quality  impacts  is  a  result  of 
certain  questionable  assumptions.  The  air  quality  analysis 
assumes  that  the  airport-related  motor  vehicle  emissions 
and  the  number  of  flight  operations  will  be  identical  for  all 
the  alternatives  Unfortunately,  these  assumptions 
underiying  the  air  quality  analysis  ignore  the  possibility  that 
certain  altematives  may  result  in  more  passengers  or  more 
flight  operations.  Without  an  analysis  of  whether  an 
additional  runway  will  affect  future  growth  of  flight 
operations,  the  validity  of  the  air  quality  conclusions. .  .are 
questionable.  The  DEIS  should  have  analyzed  whether 
increased  airside  efficiency  affects  the  number  of  flight 
operations  in  the  future.  If  the  answer  is  yes,  the  air  quality 
analysis  should  be  structured  in  a  way  to  discern  the  true 
comparative  impacts  of  each  alternative. 


Table  5.3-1  reflects  the  current  NAAQS  for  criteria 
pollutants.  However,  the  table  contains  the  incorrect  24-hour 
NAAQS  lor  fine  particulate  matter.  Rather  than  50  ug/m,  the 
standard  is  65  ug/m. 

In  Section  5.3.1 .2  (page  5-41  and  42),  the  Draft  EIS/R 
reflects  ambient  levels  of  cnteria  air  pollutants  measured  at 
the  three  closest  Massachusetts  DEP  monitonng  stations. 
These  levels  are  reflected  in  Table  5.3-2.  The  Draft  EIS/R 
compares  these  ambient  levels  with  the  one-hour 
ground-level  ozone  standard  of  0.12  parts  per  million  (ppm). 
In  July  1997,  EPA  revised  its  ozone  standard  to  an 
eight-hour  standard  of  0.08  ppm.  The  DEIS  should  use  this 
more  stringent  standard  as  the  point  of  comparison. 


Response 

The  airside  analysis  demonstrates  that  the  delay  reduction 
benefits  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  and  the  other 
recommended  airside  improvements  increase  in  the  future, 
from  43,000  annual  hours  ol  delay  reduction  under  the  29  M 
Low  Fleet  scenario  up  to  78,000  hours  under  the  37.5  M 
passenger  Low  Fleet  scenano.  Delay  and  environmental 
impacts  of  the  Airside  Project  were  evaluated  under  a  broad 
range  of  future  operating  conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Current 
traffic  trends  at  Logan  Airport  and  the  regional  airports 
indicate  that  Logan  Airport  may  not  reach  29  million 
passengers,  presented  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  as 
a  "1999"  projection,  until  2003  Continued  air  service 
expansion  at  the  regional  airports  and  the  introduction  of 
high-speed  rail  to  New  York  in  December  2000  is  expected  to 
further  slow  Logan  Airport's  passenger  traffic  growth.  With 
these  developments,  Logan  Airport  is  expected  to  reach 
37.5  million  passengers  in  2015  rather  than  2010,  and  the 
45  million  passenger  forecasts  will  not  be  achieved  until 
2024.  Thus,  the  planning  forecasts  that  underiie  the  delays 
and  environmental  analyses  cover  a  planning  period  ol 
at  least  20  years.  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
addresses  the  integration  of  the  Airside  Project  and  regional 
transportation. 

Refer  to  first  paragraph  in  response  to  Comment  6.16. 

The  air  quality  analysis  was  based  on  facts,  findings,  and 
assumptions  that  best  characterize  operational  conditions  at 
Logan  Airport  under  future  alternative  growth  and  development 
scenanos  The  basis  for  these  scenanos  and  corresponding 
conditions  is  presented  in  Section  5.4  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Table  5.4-2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has  been 

corrected  to  indicate  that  the  24  hour  standard  for 

fine  particulate  matter  is  65  micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 


During  the  time  that  the  analysis  was  conducted  for  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  no  definitive  standard  was  in  affect  because  of 
court  challenges. 

The  one-hour  standard  was  applied  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  analysis.  The  available  monitonng  data  lor 
ozone  eight-hour  averages  are  now  included  in  Section  5.4  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  eight-hour  data  are 
unavailable  for  years  before  1 995. 
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6.29 

1 
1 

Environmental 
Justice 

Demographic 
Data 

..  .the  DEIS  does  not  satisfy  either  the  intent  or  the  specific 
directives  of  the  federal  government's  environmental  justice 
policy  as  expressed  in  the  Executive  Order,  the  DOT  Order, 
and  the  CEO  Guidance.  Despite  CEQs  statement  that  its 
guidance  should  be  applied  with  flexibility,  the  DEIS  uses 
cXUcriiciy  ijdrruw  uciiiiiuunb  ui  luw-iiicxjiiic  dnu  iTiiriuriiy 
populations.  Use  of  such  narrow  definitions  allows  the  FAA 
to  conclude  that  there  are  no  environmental  justice  issues 
because  so  few  people  fall  within  the  narrowly  defined 
categones. 

Low  income  and  minority  populations  were  defined  in 
accordance  with  Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the  United 
States  DOT  Final  Order,  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality's  guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the 
analysis  of  low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include 
households  at  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The  data 
presented  are  based  on  the  most  recently  available  census 
data  (1990)  using  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS) 
technology  to  analyze  impacts  at  the  most  detailed  level 
possible.  Refer  to  Sections  6.8.3  and  6.8.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  the  analytical 
methodology  and  results,  respectively. 

6.30 

Environmental 
Justice 

Demographic 
Data 

The  DEIS  presents  no  detailed  demographic  data  for  the 
communities  surrounding  Logan  Airport  nor  does  it  identity 
the  impacted  community  with  any  geographic  precision.  The 
impacted  community  is  only  identified  by  noise  contours 
presented  on  a  very  small-scale  map.  There  is  no  map 
dearly  indicating  the  location  of  the  study  area. 

Refer  to  new  graphics  in  Chapters  4, 5  and  6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

6.31 

Environmental 
Justice 

Demographic 
Data 

Although  required  by  the  DOT  Final  Order,  the  DEIS  does 
not  define  the  populations  served  or  affected  by  race,  color, 
national  origin,  and  income  level.  Table  8.7-1  is  the  only 
table  presented  in  the  environmental  justice  analysis.  That 
table  does  not  clearly  indicate  where  the  noise-exposed 
population  is  located,  nor  does  it  provide  any  detail  in 
describing  the  demographics  of  that  population.  It  is 
impossible  for  any  individual  citizen  to  tell  from  the  table 
whether  he  or  she  is  in  the  noise-exposed  population.  In 
addition,  none  of  the  infomiation  is  mapped  so  that  the 
public  can  see  the  distribution  of  health  and  environmental 
impacts  across  population  groups. 

The  estimated  population  within  the  65  dB  and  60  dB  DNL 
noise  contours  for  the  No  Action  and  Prefen-ed  Alternatives  is 
presented  for  each  of  the  communities  within  the  study  area 
in  Tables  6.8-6  through  6.8-10  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  Figures  6.8.1  and  6.8.2  of  the  Supplemental 
Utib/hblH  provide  intonnation  on  the  distnbution  of  median 
household  income  and  minority  populations  within  the  study 
area. 

Refer  to  new  graphics  in  Chapters  4, 5  and  6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

6.32 

Environmental 

Justice 

Impacts 

...DEIS  presents  little  data  and  analysis  on  a  broad  range  of 
potential  adverse  impacts.  Because  the  environmental 
justice  analysis  in  the  report  is  brief  and  provides  little  basis 
for  its  conclusion  that  noise  is  the  only  adverse  impact 
especially  in  the  context  of  cumulative  impacts,  it  is 
impxjssible  to  review  the  rationale  or  data  used  in  reaching 
that  conclusion.  Ironically,  that  is  just  the  circumstance  that 
federal  environmental  justice  policy  is  intended  to  remedy. 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  an  expanded  analysis  ! 
of  Environmental  Justice  considerations.  Noise  was  identified 
as  the  only  off-airport  impact  from  the  Preferred  Alternative 
with  the  potential  for  environmental  justice  impacts.  The 
environmental  justice  analysis  found  no  disproportionately 
high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low-income  and  minority 
populations  from  direct  project  impacts.  However,  because 
the  area  added  to  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  is  primanly  within 
the  City  of  Chelsea,  other  environmental  and  health  issues 
were  also  considered  in  an  effort  to  assess  other  cumulative 
or  multiple  adverse  exposures.  Refer  to  Section  6.8.6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  information. 

6.33 

Environmental 
Justice 

Impacts 

The  GEO  Guidance  directs  agencies  to  consider  the 
potential  for  multiple  or  cumulative  exposure  to  health  and 
environmental  hazards  even  if  the  effects  of  the  cumulative 
exposure  are  not  within  the  control  of  the  agency  action. 
The  DEIS  offers  no  information  regarding  the  health  of  the 
communities  surrounding  Logan.  EPA  understands  that,  for 

niimntipt;  nf  flptprmininn  plinihilitv  nf  homp^  fnr 

UUI                 \Jl  VJdd  1 1  III  III  lU  dlUIL/illLy  UI  1  lUI  1  ICO  lUI 

soundproofing,  FAA  may  only  rely  on  noise,  generated  by 
aircraft  operations.  However,  in  preparing  the  environmental 
justice  portion  of  the  DEIS,  the  cumulative  noise  impacts 
from  all  sources  in  affected  neighborhoods  is  a  cntical 
consideration. 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  found  no 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low-income 
and  minonty  populations  from  direct  project  impacts.  The 
analysis  showed  some  increase  in  population  within  the 
65  dB  contours  primarily  in  the  City  of  Chelsea  if  the 
Preferred  Alternative  is  implemented.  Environmental  and 

iicaiUi  loouco  Wlinili  llic  wily  Ul  Oilclbcd  Wcfc  CUnblucrSU  in 

an  effort  to  assess  other  cumulative  or  multiple  adverse 
exposures.  Refer  to  Section  6.8.6  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  information.  Available  public  health 
studies  for  Boston,  Winthrop  and  Revere  were  also  reviewed 
and  are  presented  in  Section  6.8.7  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code 

6.34 


Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

Environmental     Impacts  . .  there  is  no  discussion  of  ttie  public  health  issues  often 

Justice  raised  by  minonty  and  low-income  communities,  such  as 

asthma,  respiratory  distress,  or  attention  deficit  disorder. 
I  Most  remarkably,  there  is  no  discussion  of  heanng  loss,  an 

i  obvious  health  concern  to  any  population  exposed  to 

excessive  noise.  Without  any  discussion  of  baseline  health 
j  conditions,  it  is  impossible  to  evaluate  the  incremental 

i  impacts  or  nsk  associated  with  the  proposed  agency  action. 


6.35 


Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


6.36 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


.  there  is  no  discussion  of  interrelated  social,  cultural, 
occupational,  histoncal,  and  economic  factors  that  may 
increase  the  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  action. 
For  example,  the  DEIS  appears  to  assume  that 
soundproofing  completely  addresses  noise  impacts  in  a 
neighborhood  There  is  no  mention  that  over-flights  impair 
residents"  use  of  their  porches  or  yards.  Double-pane 
windows  cannot  protect  the  conversations  on  the  street  and 
front  stoop  that  bind  a  community  together. 


Public  Rather  than  responding  directly  to  community  concerns,  the 

Participation       FAA  instead  often  focuses  on  its  compliance  with  process 
requirements. .  several  community  groups  and  members  of 
Logan's  Citizens  Advisory  Council  complained  to  EPA  that 
Massport  and  FAA  failed  to  respond  to  specific  requests 
made  from  October  1997  to  late  1998  to  engage  in  a 
concrete  discussion  with  the  community  about  plans  for  air 
side  improvements  at  Logan,  and  that  when  the 
consultation  did  resume,  it  was  )ust  before  release  of  the 
DEIS. 


Response 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent 
to  Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in 
Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health 
status  reports  were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston;  however, 
comparable  public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the 
Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and 
Winthrop.  A  review  of  the  available  information  did  not 
indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to  the 
airport,  nor  did  it  identify  hearing  loss  as  a  public  health 
concern. 

Environmental  and  health  studies  relating  to  the 
City  of  Chelsea  were  reviewed  to  assess  the  potential  for 
other  cumulative  or  multiple  adverse  exposures,  since  the 
increase  in  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  pnmarily  within 
this  community. 

While  it  is  true  that  sound  insulation  does  not  alleviate  noise 
exposure  outside,  it  is  an  eflective  technique  that  has  been 
implemented  effectively,  not  only  at  Logan  Airport,  but  also  at 
numerous  other  airports  throughout  the  United  States. 

There  was  an  extensive  public  participation  and  review 
process  dunng  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR.  Public 
comments  were  received  on  the  ENF  after  it  was  filed  dunng 
the  summer  of  1995.  In  the  fall  of  1995,  several  public 
scoping  sessions  were  held  to  provide  community  input  to  the 
subsequent  state  and  federal  scopes  for  the  project  To 
assure  that  the  Airside  analysis  was  conducted  with 
awareness  and  input  from  all  concerned  parties,  the  Massport 
Board  established  the  Airside  Review  Committee  (ARC), 
which  consists  of  the  Community  Advisory  Committee  (with 
representatives  from  24  communities  surrounding 
Logan  Airport),  and  1 1  businesses  and  industry 
organizations  Massport  also  funded  independent  consultants 
for  the  CAC  to  provide  them  with  the  capacity  to 
professionally  assess  the  analysis  and  conclusions  of  the 
Airside  Study.  Between  1995  and  1999,  Massport  held 
16  meetings  with  the  ARC,  an  additional  15  meetings  with 
just  the  CAC,  and  several  meetings  with  the 
CAC  consultants.  In  addition,  Massport  made 
29  presentations  to  elected  officials,  most  of  whom  represent 
Logan  Airport's  neighbonng  communities,  and  Massport  held 
45  meetings  with  community  and  business  leaders,  reaching 
an  audience  of  more  than  3,000  people.  During  the  public 
comment  penod  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  FAA  held 
two  public  hearings. 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropnate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key 
letters  wntten  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies 
and  public  oflicials  responding  to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a 
series  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations  from  the 
Projecf  s  technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent 
industry  experts. 
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Code 

6.37 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2  Comment 

Runway  1 4/32     It  remains  unclear  how  Massport  and  the  FAA  will  be  able  to 
comprehensively  "guarantee"  unidirectional  use  (over  the 
harbor  only)  of  Runway  14/32. 


6.38 


Noise 


PRAS  ...based  on  the  recent  public  debate  concerning  PRAS 

goals,  it  is  not  evident  that  these  goals  reflect  current 
community  interests... the  focus  on  PF^AS  goals  as  a  benefit 
of  the  proposed  runway  inappropriately  shifts  the  focus 
away  from  consideration  of  alternatives  to  reduce  use  of 
Logan  (or  air  travel  for  that  matter)  as  a  means  to  eliminate 
delay.  Asserting  that  the  FAA  will  be  able  to  distribute  noise 
impacts  more  flexibly  across  impacted  communities  does 
nothing  to  address  the  question  of  whether  those  noise 
impacts  are  necessary  or  adequately  mitigated. 


Response 

The  Runway  1 4/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  {i.e..  all 
aircraft  arrivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the 
Runway  32  approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from 
the  Runway  14  heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State 
approval  under  MEPA  and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will 
allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations.  Consistent  with  any 
such  approvals,  Massporl  will  light  and  stnpe  Runway  14/32 
to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 

Furthermore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is 
within  1 ,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable 
FAA  approach  surface  requirements,  thereby  precluding 
arrivals  from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another  factor 
limiting  westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack  of 
available  facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow 
maximum  use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit 
operational  impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  reinforce  these 
important  environmental  benefits,  Massport  has  designated 
the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  on  Runway  14/32  as  a 
mitigation  measure.  We  anticipate  that  any  state  and  federal 
approvals  will  also  strictly  reinforce  the  unidirectional 
limitations  intended  for  Runway  14/32.  Refer  to  Section  8.5  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  tor  a  discussion  of  enforcement 
of  the  unidirectional  limitation. 


The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  demonstrates  that  there  have 
been  no  significant  demographic  changes  to  warrant  an 
update  of  the  PRAS  goals.  Massport  does  not  have  control  of 
air  travel  demand,  and  continued  economic  prosperity  will 
inevitably  produce  more  demand  for  air  travel.  The 
Preferred  Altemative  mitigation  program  includes  several  new 
elements,  including  sound  insulation,  an  expanded  PRAS 
monitonng  and  reporting  system,  and  implementation  of  an 
expanded  PPP  monitoring  system.  Construction  of 
Runway  14/32  would  allow  a  more  balanced  geographic 
distribution  of  aircraft  operations  over  populated  areas,  will 
increase  the  number  of  over-water  operations,  and  will 
reduce  noise  exposure  for  close-in  communities. 
Furthermore,  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also 
demonstrates  the  more  equitable  balance  of  noise  impacts 
among  communities  surrounding  Logan  Airport  that  can  be 
achieved  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  as  opposed  to  the 
imbalance  that  occurs  today  and  would  occur  in  the  future  if 
no  action  is  taken. 
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Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

'  6.39 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Base  Year 

The  use  of  1993  as  the  base  year  is  not  appropnate.  While 
it  may  be  true  that  the  1993  noise  impacts  were  a  "worst 
case"  due  to  the  large  number  of  Stage  2  aircraft,  we  do  not 
believe  that  it  represents  the  current  situation.  Moreover,  the 
comparison  of  the  alternatives  with  a  particularly  high  noise 
year  may  serve  to  minimize  what  might  otherwise  be 

Qinnilip^int  ph;^nnpQ  frnm  Ihp  nirrpnt  1QPQ  IpvpI  of  nni<^P 

expenenced  by  neart)y  community  residents  Since  the  EIS 
references  the  fact  that  newer  information  exists  (see  page 
5-32,  °  1997  Annual  Update  for  1997  contours"),  it  is  unclear 
why  at  the  very  least  1997  was  not  used  as  the  base/cun'ent 
year. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  6. 1 5. 

6.40 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 

Base  Year 

...the  EIS  indicates  that  the  noise  model  used  1990  Census 
Tiger  Files  to  predict  the  populations  levels  in  the  noise 
contours  for  the  1993  noise  contours.  We  recommend  that 
the  document  provide  appropnate  justification  that  1990 

nfiniilalinn  HpIp    3nnrnnri3tp  fnr  ii<^p  in  199*^  without  thp 

use  of  any  adjustment.  It  Is  also  not  clear  what  census  data 
was  used  for  modeling  1999  and  2010  years 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  used  1990  federal  census  data  at  the  "block"  level 
for  all  analysis  years,  which  represents  the  most  recent, 
detailed  level  ol  population  data  available.  Estimates  of 
1995  nonulatinn  for  thp  miininnalitiP'^  ;^riiarpnt  tn 

t^-tj\j  L^v/L/uiu  iivi  I  ivi  11 1^  1 1  lui  iiVrfiLfaii  uco  auicJ^^iii 

Logan  Airport,  developed  by  the  Massachusetts  Institute  for 
Social  Research,  Indicate  that  the  population  is  relatively 
stable.  The  1995  population  estimates  are  not  available  at  a 
block  group  level  Refer  to  Section  6.8.3  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  discussion. 

6.41 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 
Methodologies 

Base  Year 

The  use  of  1999  as  the  njnway  operational  year  is  not 
appropnate  since  the  new  mnway  will  not  be  operational 
this  year.  Therefore,  we  recommend  that  FAA  provide 

aHHitinnal  rtouu  niniA/3v/  nnoratinnal  uo^r  mnrlolinn 
aUUIUUIlai  1  IcW  lUMWay  uucidiiui  lai  yccii  iiiuuciiiiu. 

Massport  and  the  FAA  examined  a  wide  range  of  future 
forecast  levels  in  the  Airside  Project  analysis  Logan  Airport's 
rate  ol  growth  has  slowed  partially  because  of  the  emerging 

rf\\o  nf  tho  sitomstiv/o  aimnrtc  in  cor\/inn  tho  roniAn'c  air  trav/al 
lUlc  Ul  U  ic  allci  1  laUVc  clil  yJ\Jt  lo  II 1  oCl  Vli  lU  11  ixS  ic^lUI  I  o  all  lidVcl 

demand.  Logan  Airport  Is  not  expected  to  reach  the  traffic 
level  associated  with  the  29  million  passenger  scenaho  until 
2003,  about  the  time  the  runway  will  be  operational.  Thus,  the 
ojnway  operational  analyses  lor  the  29  million  passenger 
scenano  are  valid. 

6.42 

Noise 

Studies 

Various  maps  in  the  noise  analysis  need  to  be 
supplemented  Speafically:  While  the  'satellite  view" 
contour  maps  are  useful,  there  is  a  need  for  contour  maps 
that  have  far  greater  detail.  The  contour  maps  in  appendix  L 
are  better,  but  even  those  are  not  of  the  scale  that  we 
expect  to  see  in  FAA  NEPA  documents.  It  is  likely  that  these 
maps  will  need  to  be  of  the  fold  out  vanety  in  order  to  show 
the  appropnate  scale;  Detailed  land  use  maps  in  color  with 
noise  contour  overlays  should  also  be  provided.  The  actual 
land  use  as  it  relates  to  local  zoning  should  be  discussed  in 
the  appropnate  sections  of  the  document.  These  maps 

QhmilH  hp  nf  thp         <if^lp     thp     thp  npw  mntniir  m^n 

Ol  lUUlU  UC  Ui  U  K  OOI  i  1C  df.^lC  do  U  IC  CIO  U  IC  1  lew  UUI  ILUVil  1 1  luU 

requested... To  enhance  the  discussion  related  to  reduction 
of  the  70  and  75  dBA  contour  areas  and  the  slight  inaease 
the  65  dBA  contour,  we  recommend  supplemental  maps  be 
provided  (with  possible  use  of  color)  that  clearly  highlight 
were  these  changes  occur. 

Refer  to  the  new  graphics  in  Chapters  4, 5  and  6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

6.43 

Environmental 

Review/ 

Process 

FAA/NEPA 

Since  the  basic  FAA  action  is  the  approval  of  the  modified 
Airport  Layout  Plan,  the  document  should  contain  a  copy  of 
both  the  existing  and  proposed  Airport  Layout  Plan  ... 

Figures  3.1-1  and  3.1-2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  show 

the  existing  and  proposed  airside  features.  The  cover  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  also  presents  the  existing  and 
proposed  layout.  Modifications  to  the  Airport  Layout  Plan  are 
effective  upon  FAA  approval. 

6.44 

Noise 

Model 

Detailed  operation  and  fleet  mix  tables  need  to  be  provided 
for  all  modeled  years.  These  tables  should  show:  aircraft 
type,  average  dally  operations,  anivals  day,  arnvals  night, 
departure  day  and  departure  night.  These  data  should 
match  the  Input  data  used  in  the  INM.  The  new  tables 
should  be  sub-classed  by  commercial,  commuter/air  taxi, 
military  and  general  aviation  operations. 

Detailed  data  on  each  of  the  fleet  mixes  that  were  under 
consideration  may  be  found  in  Volume  3,  Appendices  E  and 
H  of  the  DEIS/EIR.  Additional  tables  In  Appendix  E  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provide  data  on  operations  and 
runway  usage  used  in  the  analyses  of  the  High  Regional  Jet 
Fleet. 

I 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

6.45       Noise  Impacts  Although  the  60  dBA  contours  in  the  technical  appendices 

do  provide  additional  infonmation,  this  information  should  be 
provided  in  the  main  volume  of  the  EIS.  We  recommend 
that  FAA  show  and  discuss  any  areas  within  the  60  dBA 
contour  that  would  expenence  a  3  dBA  increase  in 
accordance  with  the  1992  FICON  guidance. 


6.46       Noise  Impacts         ;  While  the  noise  analysis  does  provide  some  Lmax  data,  we 

recommend  that  this  information  be  supplemented  with 
detailed  grid  point  SEL  data  for  selected  representative 
sites. 


6.47       Construction  Mitigation 


Massport  should  commit  to  mitigative  measures  to  control 
emissions  from  the  heavy-duty  engine  construction 
equipment  involved  in  any  airport  improvements.  In  its 
construction  contracts,  Massport  should  require  contractors 
to  participate  in  this  program  of  retrofitting  construction 
equipment. 


Response 

Refer  to  Section  6.2.3  and  Tables  6.2-6  through  6.2-10  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


SEL  and  Lmax  are  both  indicators  of  noise  from  a  single  event 
and  are  directly  correlated  with  each  other,  SELs  being 
approximately  10  dB  higher  in  value  for  a  given  aircraft 
overflight.  This  is  because  the  SEL  is  integrated  over  time  while 
Lmax  is  an  instantaneous  sound  level.  Because  of  this 
relationship,  tabulating  SELs  provides  no  additional  infomnation 
with  which  to  compare  alternatives.  For  example,  in 
Table  6.2-18  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  first  line  of  data  reported 
for  Site  1  on  Andrews  Street  in  South  Boston  shows  no 
difference  between  Alternatives  1  and  1A,  regardless  which 
fleet  is  considered.  SELs  would  also  show  no  difference.  At 
Site  3,  where  the  Lmax  decreases  between  Alternatives  1  and 
1  A,  a  comparable  table  of  SELs  would  show  a  decrease  of 
almost  identical  magnitude.  As  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  indicates,  "these  Lmax  [or  SEL]  values  are  not  as 
useful  for  assessing  the  relative  noise  among  various  locations 
and  fleets  as  are  the  cumulative  metncs  such  as  DNL  because 
they  represent  extreme  values... and  they  do  not  consider  how 
often  the  noise  events  occur." 

Massport  will  require  contractors  to  retrofit  their  heavy 
construction  equipment  with  advanced  pollution  control 
devices  in  accordance  with  DEP's  Clean  Air  Construction 
Initiative.  Contractor  owned  equipment,  such  as 
front-end  loaders,  backhoes,  cranes  and  excavators,  will  be 
retrofitted  with  oxidation  catalysts  to  filter  and  break  down 
hydrocarbons,  particulate  matter  and  carbon  dioxide  from 
diesel  emissions.  Refer  to  Section  6.9  and  Chapter  8  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  discussion  of  air 
quality  mitigation  measures  during  the  construction  period. 


Letter  6:  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  1 
John  P.  DeViliars,  Regional  Administrator 


If  ^ 

Liaison  Outreacli  &  Services  Program 

Federal  Regions  U II  x'^^k^ 

KWr,  A  K  Am  1^  X  K  ,  ^^^^^ 


HISPANIC-AMERICAN 
CHAMBER  OFCOMMERCE 

67  Broad  Street 

Boston.  Massachusetts  02109 

Tel:  6I7.261.HACC/4222 

Fax:  617.261.6333 

(888)  775.LOSP/5677 

103342.1  733@compuServe  com 


LETTER  7 


U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation 

Office  of  Small  and 
Disadvantaged 
Business  Utilization 
Washington.  D  C 


Serving 


Friday,  April  16.  1999 


Connecticut 
Delaware 

Massachusetts  ^r.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  No.  10458 
New  Hampshire  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affaire 
K.t'^.  i^/?^y      Attention  MEPA  Office 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston  MA  02205 


New  York 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto  Rico 
Rhode  Island 
Vermont 
Virgin  Islands 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 


inHi,  w   .         Hispanic-American  Chamber  of  Commerce,  an  organization  of  businessp<; 

No^eaf  um^l"^^^^^^^  'h"      ^^^^'^^      ^^^"^uese  SeakiCa^ke;"  n  the  ' 

pmnh!c  ®^  ^"'^  supports  the  Logan  Modernization  Project  and  a  oreater       7  1 

Z  sneL°r     nn""'  "Parading  our  transportation  infr^structuVe  Jncfud  ng  " 

high  speed  rail  and  upgrading  of  the  Worcester  airport.  ">uuuing 

10  000  smai?snd°ScS'^"     2""^^  ^""^  infomiation  activities  on  behalf  of  neariy 

Ihovp  in?f        disadvantaged  businesses  in  New  England  which  stand  to  benefit  from  the 
above  initiatives  as  potential  contractors  to  transportation  agencies. 

In  addition,  we  are  advocates  for  the  Hispanic  community  which  comDrisP<?  m..rh 
of  the  population  around  Logan  Airport  and  which  stands  to  benefit  d irecSy  in  teZs^ 
and  economical  transportation  from  modernization  of  the  airport  ^ 


Cordially, 


Bruce  Young  Candelaria 

Executive  Director/ 

LOSP  Director.  Regions  I  &  II 


LDC 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  7 

US  Department  of  Transportation, 
Liaison  Outreach  &  Services  Program 

Bruce  Young  Candelaria 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

7.1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

The  Hispanic-American  Chamber  of  Commerce,  an 
organization  of  businesses,  individuals,  and  institutions 
active  in  the  Spanish  and  Portuguese  speaking  markets  in 
the  Northeast  United  States  and  abroad,  supports  the 
Logan  Modernization  Project  and  a  greater  emphasis  on 
regional  altematives  for  upgrading  our  transportation 
infrastmcture,  including  high  speed  rail  and  upgrading  of 
the  Worcester  airport.  The  Hispanic  community  comprises 
much  of  the  population  around  Logan  Airport  and  which 
stands  to  benefit  directly  in  terms  of  jobs  and  economical 
transportation  from  modernization  of  the  airport. 

Section  1 .3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the  1 
importance  of  Logan  Airport  to  the  regional  economy. 

Letter  7:  US  Department  of  Transportation,  Liaison  Outreach  &  Services  Program,  Bnjce  Young  Candelana 


P  ^c^i-usiers  ac  MPASTB4 

^ate:  4/22/99     1:53  PM 

Priority:  Normal 

TO:  Danielle  Rinsler,   Flavio  Leo 
Subject ;    EOEA   1 r  t  .  •  . 

^"^A  ic,.<,  Logan  Axrside  Improvements 

Executive  Off.ce  of  Environmental  Affairs  LETTER 
'Attention:     mepa  '^rrairs 

Arthur  Pugsley 
EOEA  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street,    20th  Floor 
Boston,    MA  02202 


Dear  Mr. 


Pugsley: 


-Letter  from  the  six  state  av3;,^^or,  ^-  ^°  ^  resigned  the 

airside  improvements  to  Logan  xi^e.n^t^'^^^^^^^^  """^  supporting  the 

period  pricing.     On  this,   the  f^n^l  1       f  f  opposing  peak 

to  share  two  other  comme;ts  ^ith  yo,  '"^^  '^^"^"'^"^  P^-^'    ^  -nted 

First,    in  your  review  of  the  EIS/FTP  t 

do  so  With  an  eye  toward  all  of  the  Arevr^'''^""''^  recommend  that  you 
analyses  that  precede  this  EIS/E^R^n"r.        P^^^^^^g  and  environmental 
second  Major  Airport  Stud^,   the  sL"-i  '"^^ 
England  Regional  Air  Service  Stud^    t^^     .  ^^P^^^'   ^he  New 

EIS/EIR  represents  the  next  1001^^1'  '  "^^"^  -ays,  this 

credible  planning  and  en;L\X\\^  a^n^^l^^^^"  ^^-^  - 

Eel^ri?  A:?:tS:\:--:---  -ironmental  Policy  Act  .nit 
light  Of  existing  and  applicable  fe'e^^l  a;:"^^  '^^^ 
and  policies.     i  have  come  to  have  a  arL^  ^^^^^ations 
would  be  a  shame  to  divert  attend o     .  ^^^P^^^  for  process.  it 

process  at  hand.     For  exille  "^^^^  outside  of  the 

or  methodologies  were  Tr^Tlr  "rllt  '^'^  ^^^^^^  P--^-e 

and  the  FAA  should  adopt  new  procedur^J  """"  ^^^^^  ^^at  MEPA 

such  discussion  would  be  more  a"ro^^^^^  ^  -bmit  tlL 

proposed  rulemaking.     i  believe  ^^atM.  ^  ^^^^^^^  "^^^^^  to 

=i-d.-^  — -  -  :St:-ij/:-~^^ 

-nk  you  for  your  time  and  consideration  of  these  comments. 


Sincerely, 


Stephen  R.  Muench,   Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Aeronautics  Cr^nZ 

Ten  Park  di  =>         ^'i<4ucics  Commission 

en  Park  Plaza,   Room  6620 
Boston,    MA  02116 


1 


I 


I 

I 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  8 

MA  Aeronautics  Commission, 
Steve  Muench,  Executive  Director 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

8.1 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

...  in  your  review  of  the  EIS/EIR,  1  respectfully  recommend 
tfiat  you  do  so  witfi  an  eye  toward  all  of  tfie  previous 
planning  and  environmental  analyses  that  precede  this 
EIS/EIR  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  Second  Major 
Airport  Study,  the  Strategic  Assessment  Report,  the  New 
England  Regional  Air  Service  Study,  Logan's  GEIR.  In 
many  ways,  this  EIS/EIR  represents  the  next  logical 
process  in  that  long  chain  of  credible  planning  and 
environmental  analyses. 

Comment  noted. 

8.2 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

FAA/NEPA 
MEPA 

1  hope  that  [EOEA  and  FAA]  will  review  the  data  before  them 
in  light  of  existing  and  applicable  federal  and  state  laws, 
regulations  and  policies. . . .  some  would  argue  that  certain 
procedures  or  methodologies  were  wrong  or  inaccurate  and 
some  even  argue  that  MEPA  and  the  FAA  should  adopt  new 
procedures  or  methodologies. ...  1  believe  that  Massport 
employed  appropnate  procedures  and  methodologies  and  the 
integrity  of  the  prxess  has  been  maintained. 

Comment  noted. 

Letter  8:  MA  Aeronautics  Commission,  Steve  Muench,  Executive  Director 


jDAtc.U  1  iVE  OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
Metropolitan  Boston  -  Northeast  Regional  Office 


ARCr.O  PAUL  cr.i.uxci 

Governor 


LETTER  9 


J.^N'E  SWIFT 
Licutcnint  Governor 


A^;mij  Co;r 


April  22,  1999 


Executive  Office  of 
Environmental  Affairs 
20th  Floor 


RE:  Bos ton/Winthrop 
Logan  Airside  Improvements 
DEIR/EOEA  1110458 


100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  I4A  02202 

Attn:  MEPA  Unit 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

The  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  Northeast  Regional 
Office  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/  Report 
(DEIS/R)  submitted  by  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (Massport) 
for  the  identification  and  review  of  operational  and  environmental 
implications,  of  alternatives  for  reducing  current  and  projected 
levels  of  aircraft  delay  at  Boston-Logan  International  Airport  (EOEA 
#10458)  .  ■ 

Air  Quality: 


The  air  quality  analysis  presented  in  the  DEIS/R  includes  both 
an  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion  modeling.  The  emissions 
inventory  analysis  compares  the  emissions  burden  of  the  alternatives 
and  concludes  that  Alternative  1  will  generate  the  least  amount  of 
carbon  monoxide  (CO) ,  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOC) ,  oxides  of 
nitrogen  (NOx)  and  particulate  matter  (PM^q) •  The  dispersion 
modeling  results  conclude  that  the  highest  predicted  levels  of  CO, 
nitrogen    dioxide     (NO2)     and  are    below    state    and  federal 

standards . 


Summar V 


The  DEIS/R  makes  the  statement  that  "Air  quality  will  iinprove  due  to 


improved  airfield  efficiency  and  shorter  delay  periods  attributable  to  each 
of  the  capital  improvements."  The  proiect  is  being  proposed  by  MasEpcrt  to 
reduce  aircraft  delays  and  the  associated  costs  of  such  delays  during 
certain  wind  and  weather  conditions.  Massport  argues  that  the  project  is 
not  designed  to  provide  additional  capacity  for  increased  operations  at 
Logan  Airport.  While  DEP  agrees  that  the  project,  ar.z  runway  14/32  m 
particular,  will  not  be  the  primary  factor  th.it  •..■ill  c:i:-;  additional  air 
traffic  to  Logan,  air  travel  and  passenger  demand  is  pro:ected  tc  increasc- 
drarr.atically .  The  air  pollution  impacts  of  this  ac-Jitior.il  air  traffic  are 
substantial  and  merit 'the  implementation  of  all  feasible  r.i-igation  measures 
including,   but  not  limited  to,    the  strategies  described  celow. 

Massport' s  past  and  future  commitments  to  mitigation  measures  through 
the  environmental  review  process  should  be  binding  and  a  funding  plan  should 
be  prepared  to  ensure  their  implementation.  DEP  recommends  that  Massport 
prepare  and  include  this  plan  in  the  Final  EIS/R. 

Logan  Airport  Air  Pollution  Emissions  Trends 

Over  the  past  several  years,  DEP  has  commented  on  the  GEIR  for  Logan 
Airport  that  emissions  trends  for  Logan  Airport  after  1999  are  a  large 
concern.  In  summary,  long-term  emissions  projections  indicate  that  NOx  and 
CO  emissions  will  increase  in  1999  and  in  2010  for  total  airport  emissions. 
VOC  emissions  decreased  from  1990-1997  due  to  a  change  in  aircraft  fleet  mix 
and  controls  on  motor  vehicles,  but  have  increased  since  1997.  The 
increases  in  emissions  are  directly  attributable  to  increases  in  aircraft 
operations  due  to  increased  passenger  demand.  The  majority  of  emissions  are 
generated  by  aircraft  operations  and  ground  service  equipment  as  illustrated 
by  the  following  tables: 


Total  Airport  Emissions 

(kg/day) 

Year 

1997 

1  g  o  o 

2010 

VOC  : 

2  IS  3 

o  -  - 

i-il^  1 

3207 

NOx 

,5726 

6670 

6343 

CO 

14640 

14  470 

1  6686 

Aircraft  Emissions  (kg/day) 

Year 

1997 

1999 

2010 

VOC 

155  9 

1883 

1490 

NOx 

4592 

5365 

6666 

CO 

6636 

6096 

9144 

Ground  Service  Equipment 

(kg/day) 

1 

Year 

1997 

.  1999 

2010 

VOC 

536 

786 

NOx 

622 

693 

934 

CO 

6098 

6953 

9144 

Airport  and  aircraft  emissions  represent  the  largest  uncontrolled 
source  of  air  pollution  nationwide  and  in  Massachusetts.  In  fact,  aircraft 
emissions  are  the  only  mobile  source  of  air  pollution  in  the  Massachusetts 
State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  emissions  inventory  that  have  not  been 
controlled  or  slated  for  near-  or  long-term  emissions  reductions. 

DEP  is  particularly  concerned  about  the  projected  increase  in  NOx 
emissions.      For  comparison  purposes,    airport  NOx  emissions  are  equivalent 


to  emissions  from  major  stationary  sources  including  power  plants.  For  the 
1999  summer  ozone  season  (155  days  from  May  l""  through  Septsr±5er  30)  ,  total 
emissions  frcrc  Logan  Airport  rank  as  the  sixth  largest  source  of  KOx 
emissions  when  compared  to  the  37  sources  regulated  under  310  CMR  7.27,  the 
NOx  Allowance  Program.  In  2010,  after  implementation  of  further  "Cx 
reductions  pursuant  to  EPA' s  NOx  SI?  Call,  Logan  Airport  will  mcsz  Iik-'.:- 
rank  as  one  of  the  highest  sources  of  NOx  when  compared  to  tnese  sa~e 
sources . 

Aircraft  Emissions  Reduction  Measures  and  Strategies 

DEP' s  past  comments  on  the  GEIR  have  recommended  measures  and 
strategies  to  reduce  emissions  from  Logan  Airport.  The  recommendations 
include  both  specific  measures  as  well  as  policies  that  could  be  initiated 
to  ensure  that  future  emissions  from  Logan  Airport  do  not  exceed  existing 
1999  levels.  For  example,  DEP  has  commented  that  emissions  at  Logan  Airport 
should  be  capped  at  1999  levels.  The  basis  for  this  recommendation  is  that 
Massachusetts  is  a  serious  nonattainment  area  for  ozone  and  is  required 
under  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990  to  meet  health-based  clean  air 
standards  by  1999  and  to  maintain  these  standards  thereafter.  In  addition, 
EPA  adopted  a  more  stringent  8-hour  ozone  standard  in  1997  after  a  lengthy 
scientific  review  process.  EPA  determined  that  a  more  stringent  standard 
was  needed  to  protect  public  health.  It  is  likely  that  additional  emissions 
reductions  beyond  those  already  planned  for  will  be  needed  for  Massachusetts 
to  meet  the  8-hour  standard  for  ozone. 

DEP  is  encouraged  by  Massport's  willingness  to  explore  opportunities 
to  mitigate  expected  emissions  due  to  increased  activity  at  Logan.  In 
response  to  the  Secretary's  Certificate  on  the  1997  Annual  Update,  DEP  met 
with  Massport  on  March  30,  1999.  As  a  result  of  this  meeting  Massport  has 
agreed  to  assist  DEP  by  providing  data  to  assess  the  potential  emissions 
reductions  from  implementing  emissions-based  landing  fees.  In  addition, 
Massport  indicated  that  they  are  conducting  a  survey  and  inventory  of  ground 
service  equipment  (GSE) .  DEP  believes  this  inventory  will  provide  important 
data  to  target  and  plan  for  the  conversion  of  GSE  to  less-polluting 
alternatives.'  DEP  recommends  the  following  strategies  and  measures  as  air 
pollution  mitigation  for  Logan  Airport. 


Airport  Emi ssions  Caps 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base  in  New  Jersey  has  established  an  emissions 
budget  under  the  federal  General  Conformity  Rule,  40  CFR  Parts  6,  51,  and 
53  as  part  of  a  proposal  for  base  realignment.^  This  emissions  budget 
creates  a  level  of  emissions  for  1996  and  1999  that  this  airport  may  not 
exceed  for  these  years  or  in  the  future  without  creating  e.missions  offsets 
or  requesting  a  SIP  revision.  The  budget  includes  thirty  source  categories 
of  em.issions  on  the  base.  Another  example  of  a  cap  approach  is  John  Wayne 
Airport  in  Orange  County  California  where  the  number  of  gate  operations  is 
limited  to  a  certain  number. 


^  An  emissions  budget  is  defined  as  the  portion  of  a  State 
Implementation  Plan's  projected  emissions  inventory  that  describe 
the  levels  of  emissions    (mobile,   stationary,   area,   etc.)  that 
provide  for  meeting  reasonable  further  progress  milestones, 
attainment,   and/or  maintenance  for  any  criteria  pollutant  or  its 
precursors . 


As  mentioned  above,  DEP  suggests  that  emissions  for  Logan  Airport  be 
capped  at  1999  levels  and  believes  that  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  and  John 
Waynf"  Airport  provide  examples  that  this  strategy  is  workable. 

Economic  Incentives  for  Cleaner  Aircraft  Engines 

European  airports  have  adopted  policies  v.-here  aircraft  landir.c  fees 
are  established  based  on  the  emission  characteristics  of  tne  aircraft.  An 
example  of  a  results-oriented  emissions  charge  program,  is  in  Sweden  where 
an  aircraft  emission  charge  for  NOx  and  hydrocarbons  (HC)  was  adopted  in 
1989.  Two  years  later,  HC  emissions  had  declined  by  62'^,  in  part  due  to  a 
decision  by  the  domestic  airline  industry  to  modify  the  F28  fleet.  Zurich 
Airport  adopted  an  emissions  charge  in  September  of  1997  derived  by 
decreasing  landing  fees  by  5%  and  then  redistributing  the  charge  based  on 
the  emissions  characteristics  of  the  aircraft.  The  goal  of  the  variable 
emissions  charge  is  to  provide  an  economic  incentive  for  the  airline 
industry  to  phase  in  cleaner  engines  and  to  deploy  cleaner  aircraft  to  areas 
with  air  quality  problems.  The  Canton  of  Zurich  established  the  aircraft 
emission  charge  program  with  the  principle  that  all  emission  sources  will 
have  to  contribute  their  share  of  emission  reductions  to  meet  air  quality 
goals.  Similar  to  U.S.  airports,  European  airports  are  experiencing  growth 
in  travel  demand  and  the  relative  contribution  of  airports  to  air  pollution 
will  continue  to  increase  without  further  control  strategies  or  programs. 

To  date,  no  airport  in  the  United  States  has  established  an  aircraft 
emissions  charge,  and  this  specific  type  of  charge  is  net  referenced  in 
federal  statute,  case  law  or  regulation.  There  is  no  direct  legal  precedent 
establishing  the  right  of  states  and  political  subdivisions  that  own  or 
operate  airports  to  impose  aircraft  emission  charges  on  commercial  airlines. 
However,  nothing  in  federal  statute,  case  law  or  regulation  prohibits  the 
establishment  of  an  aircraft  emission  charge.  In  fact,  aircraft  emission 
charges  are  a  fairer  approach  to  allocating  the  cost  of  mitigating  air 
pollution  generated  by  comrrierciai  aircraft  thar-  r.he  v.'eight-based  landing  fee 
system  currently  m  place  at  most  airports. 

DEP' s  understanding  is  that  airport  operators  assess  aircraft  landing 
fees  to  recover  the  costs  of  operating  the  airport;  these  fees  r.ay  include 
the  cost  of  environmental  compliance.  To  the  extent  that  Masspor'  and  the 
airlines  are  subject  to  an  emissions  cap  and  are  respo.^.sicle  co  niiigate  air 
pollution  from  their  activities,  the  adoption  of  an  emi ss icns-basec  landing 
fee  system  is  warranted  within  the  bounds  of  recovering  the  cost  of 
environmental  compliance  and  as  a  means  to  encourage  cleaner  aircraft 
engines . 

Airside  Operational  Improvements 

The  DEIS/R  proposes  taxiway  improvements  including  the  Centerfield 
Taxiway,  reconfiguring  the  Southwest  Corner  Taxiway  System,  extending 
Taxiway  Delta  and  realigning  Taxiway  November.  These  improvements  will 
reduce  aircraft  taxi  time  and  associated  emissions.  DEP  recommends  that 
other  measures  be  implemented  at  Logan  to  further  reduce  emissions  from 
taxiing  such  as  more  widespread  use  of  single  engine  taxiing.  Terminal  gate 
electrification  is  another  measure  with  potential  to  reduce  emissions 
significantly.  DEP  recognizes  that  these  types  of  policies  may  be 
voluntary,  but  recommends  that  Massport  provide  further  incentives  or 
disincentives  to  increase  participation  by  the  airlines.  These  strategies 
not  only  reduce  emissions,  but  also  provide  cost  savings  to  the  airline 
industry  through  fuel  savings.  Delta  Airlines,  for  example,  has  reported 
savings  of  $5.9  million/year  at  Atlanta  Airport  alone. 

Ground  Service  Equipment 


Massport  has  made  progress  converting  ground  service  equipment  (GSE) 
and  ground  service  vehicles  to  clean  alternative  fuels  including  corripressed 
natural  gas  (CkG)  an6  electric.  DEP  is  encouraged  by  a  program  developed 
under  the  "Clean  Air  Partners"  where  tenants  can  purchase  and  be  reimbursed 
for  electric  GSE  equipment.  However,  despite  this  progress,  the  emissions 
inventory  of  emissions  for  all  pollutants  is  projected  to 
significantly  in  this  category. 

As  mentioned  above,  Massport  is  in  the  process  of  inventorying 
GSE  equipment  at  Logan.  DEP  believes  this  inventory  is  a  critical 
first  step  for  Massport  to  adopt  a  plan  for  vehicle  and  equipment 
conversions  with  specific  emissions  reduction  targets.  In  addition 
to  a  plan  for  emissions  reductions,  Massport  should  actively  promote 
these  types  of  strategies  and  institute  leasing  agreements  wich  the 
airlines  and  service  providers  to  convert  GSE. 

Ground  Access 

■  Massport  reported  a  decrease  in  HOV  ridership  levels  from  1996-1997 
in  the  1997  GEIR  Annual  Update.  This  decrease  was  a  result  of  another 
decline  in  the  number  of  MBTA  Blue  Line  transit  riders  accessing  the 
airport;  the  number  of  transit  riders  has  been  declining  since  1994.  DE? 
is  hopeful  that  the  Blue  Line  Modernization  project  as  well  as  the  Airport 
Intermodal  Transit  Connector  (AITC)  will  reverse  this  decline  in  transit 
ridership  to  the  airport 

Massport  has  adopted  an  airport  passenger  high  occupancy 
vehicle  (HOV)  modeshare  goal  of  35.2%  when  annual  airport  passengers 
reach  37.5  million.  DEP  has  commented  previously  that  the  targeted 
HOV  modeshare  goal  of  35.2%  should  be  higher,  but  Massport  is 
reluctant  to  set  a  higher  goal  citing  that  HOV  ridership  increases 
may  be  harder  tc  attain  in  the  future.  Nevertheless,  DEP  believes 
a  higher  'modeshare  is  essential  to  accommodate  the  projected 
increase  JLn-  air  passengers  without  increasing  air  pollution  fro- 
ground  access  vehicles.  DEP  recomjr.ends  that  MEPA  require  Kasspori 
to  adopt  a  higher  HOV  modeshare  goal  and  a  specific  action  plan  zc 
reverse  the  trend  of  declining  transit  ridership.  DEP  believes  .nese 
actions  should  precede  the  proposed  Logan  Airside  Improve.-en ts 
Proj  ect . 

One  particular  strategy  that  has  been  adopted  by  other  airports  is  the 
consolidation  of  courtesy  vehicles  that  serve  rental  car  companies. 
Currently  these  courtesy  vehicles  circle  Logan  and  pick  up  only  their  own 
customers.  However,  when  there  are  no  customers  waiting,  the  vehicles 
create  needless  vehicle  miles  traveled  ('/MT)  ,  congestion  and  air  pollution 
emissions.     DE?  recoirjr.ends  that  Massport  explore  this  strategy. 

Construction  Period  Impacts 

As  MEPA  is  aware,  last  year  the  Central  Artery  Project,  in  cooperation 
with  EPA-Region  I,  EOEA,  Northeast  States  for  Coordinated  Air  Use  Management 
(NESCAUM)  and  DEP,  with  assistance  from  the  Manufacturers  of  Emission 
Control  Association  (MECA)  ,  launched  the  Clean  Air  Construction  Initiative. 
This  program  is  the  first  in  the  nation  to  retrofit  existing  heavy 
construction  equipment  used  at  major  public  works/infrastructure  projects 
with  pollution  control  devices  targeted  at  reducing  diesel  emissions  and, 
consequently,  reducing  the  localized  adverse  health  impacts  and  nuisance 
conditions  they  may  create.  To  date,  ten  (10)  pieces  of  Central  Artery 
construction  equipment  have  been  retrofitted  and  another  sixty   (60)  pieces 


are  scheduled  to  be  retrofitted  by  mid-1999. 


In  addition  to  implementation  of  diesel  retrofit  activities  for  the 
CA/T  Project,   DEP  is  actively  discussing  similar  mitigation 


actions  for  one  or  more  projects  being  proposed  by  MBTA  and  MWRA  and  is 
planning  to  initiate  discussions  relative  to  a  number  of  other  large 
construction  projects  wir-hin  tne  Boston  Area. 

DEP  believes  that  the  implementation  of  additional  ciesel  e~ission 
controls  on  on-site  heavy  construction  equip~enc  c^■r.  s i g r. i : :  c£ r. v.  1  y 
mitigate  localized,  adverse  sir  quality  irr-.pacLS.  DEP  recommencs  that 
MEPA  include  in  its  EIR  scope  the  requirement  that  such  actions  be 
assessed  by  Kassport  for  implementation  as  part  of  all  construction 
activities  related  to  construction  at  Logan  Airport. 

Parking  Controls 

Logan  Airport  and  a  portion  of  East  Boston  are  subject  to  a  parking 
freeze  on  airport-related  parking.  These  parking  freezes  are  included 
in  the  SIP  as  a  measure  to  reduce  ground-level  ozone  and  carbon 
monoxide.  Since  the  amendment  of  the  Logan  Freeze  and  adoption  of  the 
East  Boston  Freeze  in  1989,  Massport  has  made  progress  in  relocating 
employee  parking  off  of  the  airport  and  in  encouraging  less-polluting 
modes  of  access  to  the  airport.  However,  DEP  is  aware  of  a 
proliferation  of  airport-related  parking  uses  outside  of  the  freeze 
boundaries  most  notably  in  Chelsea  and  in  South  Boston.  DEP  recommends 
that  Massport  complete  a  comprehensive  inventory  of  all  airport-related 
parking  serving  Logan  and,  if  necessary,  propose  a  management  plan  that 
is  consistent  with  the  goals  of  the  parking  freezes. 

Study  of  Regional  Transportation  Alternatives 

The  DEIS/R  reiterates  Massport' s  estimate  in  the  GEIR  update  that 
up  to  7.3  million  passengers  can  be  diverted  from  Logan  Airport  to 
surrounding  regional  airports,  rail  and  video  teleconferencing.  In 
comments  on  the  1994/1995  GEIR  Vpdate,  DEP  cited  the  need  for  an 
assessment  and  a  comparison  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  regional 
aviation  alternatives.  The  context  of  these  comments  is  that  DEP  is  in 
the  position  of  reviewing  many  proposed  airport  prc:ects  without 
adequate  '  information  to  assess  their  environmer.ta  1  i-pacts 
comparatively.  DEP  believes  these  comments  are  still  relevant 
particularly  in  the  context  of  the  proposed  project.  As  suet,  CI? 
recommends  a  more  detailed  study  to  look  at  the  environmental  impacts  of 
the  potential  passenger  diversion  from  Logan  to  allow  for  a  comparison. 
Study  components  should  include,  at  a  minimum,  impacts  on  air  quality, 
vehicle  miles  traveled  and  wetlands. 


Excavate  and  Building  Demolition  Materials: 

Section  6.6  of  the  DEIS/R  describes  Massport 's  proposed  procedures 
for  management  of  the  approximately  900,000  c.y,  of  excavate  and 
building  demolition  materials  i240,000  c.y.  of  this  total  relates  to  the 
need  for  removal  and  off-site  management  of  a  portion  of  the  CA/T  soils 
currently  located  on  Governors  Island  that  would  interfere  with  the 
proposed  runway  14/32)  . 

•  Page  6-99  describes  the  "approach"  Massport  is  taking  with  regard 
to  management  of  these  materials  which  is,  "...no  excavation 
materials  from  Logan,  no  matter  what  the  characterization  results, 
will  be  disposed  at  sensitive  areas,  such  as  residential, 
recreational  or  wetland  areas."  DEP  completely  concurs  with  this 
approach  and  applauds  Massport  for  taking  such  a  protective 
position. 


•  Page  6-116  describes  the  anticipated  project  construction 
seq-encinQ  e-nc  indjcstes  chat  the  overwnelming  majority  ©f 
excavate  production  is  anticipated  to  occur  in  the  first  two  years 

of  the  project  (2000  and  2001).  Page  6-111  includes  the  follov/ip;; 
statements , 

"The  majority  of  the  excavated  material  has  potential  for  oeinc 
recycled  as  landfill  daily  cover  and/or  as  landfill  contourinc 
closure  material.  Based  on  existing  physical  and  chemical 
characteristics,  the  materials  are  compatible  for  recycle  as  daily 
cover  and/or  contouring  closure  materials  and  meet  the  MA  DEP 
requirements  for  such  applications. 

"Discussions  with  commercial  landfill  owners/operations  have 
indicated  that  there  is  capacity  at  in-state  and  out-of-state 
landfills  for  the  materials.  Therefore,  recycling  as  landfill 
daily  cover  and/or  closure  materials  is  considered  to  be  the  most 
viable  soil  management  alternative." 

DEP  concurs  with  Massport's  intention  to  beneficially  reuse  the 
excavate  at  landfills  as  either  daily  cover  or  pre-cap  grading/shaping 
material  ("contour  closure  material")  .  Based  upon  the  status  of  unlined 
landfill  closures  and  commercial  landfill  capacity  (and  therefore  the 
"need"  for  mildly  contaminated  excavate) ,  when  Massport  will  require 
capacity  for  its  excavate  there  may  not  be  adequate  demand  for  all  the 
Logan  material  in  the  timeframe  required  by  project  sequencing.  In  this 
regard,  DEP  recommends  that  Massport  assess  backup  options  to  minimize 
the  potential  for  delays  and/or  cost  increases. 

•  Relative  to  removal  of  the  240,000  c.y.  of  CA/T  excavate  currently 
located  at  Governors  Island,  staff  from  DEP  has  been  working  with 
representatives  from  Massport  and  Massachusetts  Transportation 
Authority  (mTA;  to  aevise  a  confirmatory  soil  sampling  program  to 
allow -  for  expedited  and  cost-effective  off-site  management  of 
these  soils . 

•  In  various  sections  of  the  report  (including  5-71,  5-75,  6-9", 
etc.)  erroneous  statements  are  made  relative  to  the  applicability 
of  C.21E  and  the  Massachusetts  Contingency  Plan  (MCP)  as 
relates  to  the  CA/T  materials  on  Airport  property.  The  following 
are  relevant  discussions  and  corrections  for  Massport  to  include 
into  their  Final  document. 

(1)       Page  5-71  includes  the  following  statement, 

"All  clearance  material  was  removed  by  the  MHD  and  disposed  of 
off-site  in  1996.  In  relation  to  the  MCP,  the  corresponding  terms 
for  "clearance"  and  "non-clearance"  are  "remediation"  and  "non- 
remediation"  waste,  respectively." 

The  first  sentence  is  correct,  but  the  second  with  regard  to 
defining  Clearance  and  Non-Clearance  is  not.  The  terms  Clearance  and 
Non-Clearance  relate  strictly  to  determining  whether  or  not  the  soils  to 
be  excavated  for  the  CA/T  Project  exceed  specific  contaminant  thresholds 
(a  copy  of  the  thresholds  are  appended  to  this  comment  letter)  as  it 
relates  to  off-site  disposal  options  and  worker  protection.  The 
definitions  for  these  categories  of  CA/T  soils  is  specified  in  the  May 
7,  1997,  Amended  MOU  between  MHD  and  DEP  for  management  of  CA/T 
excavate,   and  are  indicated  below. 


"Clearance  Criteria  mean  the  concentration  criteria  for  soils  and 
groundwater  requiring  clearance  analysis f  as  defined  in  the 
Clear£nce  Procedures  and  as  set  forth  in  attached  Exhibit  B  to 
this  MOU." 

"Non-Clearance  Areas  mean  those  portions  of  a  Prograrr.  Area  outside 
of  Clearance  Areas  identified  by  a  Field  Characterization  Report, 
a  Clearance  Report,   and/or  a  CA/T  IRAC." 

Much  of  the  Non-Clearance  soils  are  in-fact  "remediation  wastes" 
as  defined  under  C.21E  and  the  MCP. 

(2)  Page  5-75  includes  the  following  statement, 

"The  Governors  Island  materials  consist  of  silty  sand  with  pockets 
of  cohesive  soils.  In  general,  the  stabilized  harbor  sediments 
contain  lower  contaminant  levels  than  the  excavated  soils.  The 
Response  Action  Outcome  statement  prepared  by  Massport  concludes 
that  a  condition  of  No  Significant  Risk  exists  at  Governors 
Island.  " 

The  characterization  of  harbor  sediments  as  "less  contaminated" 
than  the  excavated  soils  is  incorrect.  Most  of  the  90,  000  c.y.  of 
sediments  placed  into  a  double-lined  landfill  on  Governors  Island  are 
significantly  more  contaminated  than  the  CA/T  soils  placed  at  adjacent 
areas  of  Governors  Island.  The  placement  of  the  CA/T  dredged  sediments 
and  excavated  soils  was  specifically  approved  by  DEP  under  the  authority 
of  C.21E/MCP  in  November  22,  1994  correspondence  based  on  submission  by 
MHD  and  approval  by  DEP  of  a  Human  Health  and  Ecological  Risk 
Assessment . 

(3)  Page  6-97  includes  the  following  statement, 

"As  described  in  Section  5.6,  materials  stored  at  Governors  Island 
as  part  of  the  Central  Artery/Tunnel  Project  (CA/T  Project)  were 
initially  classified  by  the  Massachusetts  Highway  Department  (MHD) 
using  criteria  defined  in  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU) 
between  the  MA  DEP  and  MHD.  While  these  criteria  were  initially 
used  to  characterize  the  materials,  the  MOU  criteria  have  since 
been  superseded  by  standards  established  in  the  Massachusetts 
Contingency  Plan    (MCP)    (310  CMR  40.0000)." 

The  discussion  relative  to  the  MOU  excavate  criteria  being 
superseded  by  the  MCP  is  incorrect.  The  MOU ' s  authority  is  derived 
directly  from  C.21E,  see  excerpts  below  taken  from  the  MOU. 

"In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  C.21E  §3  (c) ,  authorizing 
DEP  to  i.ntegrate  the  implementation  and  enforcement  of  C.21E  with 
other  programs  established  for  the  protection  of  public  health, 
safety,  welfare,  and  the  environment,  MHD  and  DEP  enter  into  and 
agree  that  this  MOU  sets  forth  the  procedures  to  be  followed  by 
DEP  and  MHD  to  comply  with  C.21E  and  the  MCP  with  respect  to  all 
response  actions  undertaken  and  conducted  in  connection  with  the 
design  and  construction  of  the  Central  Artery/Tunnel  Project. 

"It  is  the  intent  and  understanding  of  DEP  and  MHD  that  all  words 
and  phrases  used  in  this  MOU  which  are  defined  in  the 
Massachusetts  Oil  and  Hazardous  Material  Release  Prevention  and 
Response  Act,  (hereinafter  "M.G.L.  c.21E"  or  "c.  21E")  and/or  in 
the    Massachusetts    Contingency    Plan,    310    CMR    40.0000    et .    seq . , 


(hereinafter  "MCP"  or  "the  MCP") ,  shall  have  that  definition 
ascribed  to  them  unless  otherwise  expressly  defined  herein." 

DEP  has  previously  made  a  formal  determination  that  the  permanent 
placement  of  the  CA/T  dredged  sediments  and  excavate  at  Governors  Island 
does  not  result  in  a  condition  of  Significant  Risk  as  defined  in  the 
MCP. 

The  DEP  Northeast  Regional  Office  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  this  proposed  project.  Specific  questions  regarding  the  air 
quality  issues  should  be  addressed  to  Christine  Kirby  at  (617)  292-5631. 
Specific  questions  regarding  solid  waste/contaminated  soils  issues 
should  be  addressed  to  Steve  Lipman  at  (617)  292-5698.  General 
questions  regarding  these  comments  should  be  directed  to  David 
Shakespeare  at    (978)  661-7797. 


Sincerely, 


John  Felix, 

Deputy  Regional  Director, 
MEPA  Review  Coordinator 


cc : 


David  Murphy,  DEP/Commissioner ' s  Office,  Boston 
Steve  Lipman,  DEP/Commissioner ' s  Office,  Boston 
Christine  Kirby,   BWP/AQ  Boston 


Letter  9 

MA  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 

Northeast  Regional  Office 
John  Felix,  Deputy  Regional  Director, 

MEPA  Review  Coordinator 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

9.1 

Mitigation 

Initiatives 

While  DEP  agrees  that  the  project,  and  runway  14/32  in 
particular,  will  not  be  the  primary  factor  that  will  draw 
additional  air  traffic  to  Logan,  air  travel  and  passenger 
demand  is  projected  to  increase  dramatically.  The  air 
pollution  impacts  of  this  additional  air  traffic  are 
substantial  and  merit  the  implementation  of  all  feasible 
mitigation  measures.... 

Refer  to  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  for 
the  status  of  Massport's  mitigation  programs  and  to  Chapter  8 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  proposed 
Airside  Project  mitigation  measures. 

9.2 

Mitigation 

Initiatives 

Massport's  past  and  future  commitments  to  mitigation 
measures  through  the  environmental  review  process 
should  be  binding  and  a  funding  plan  should  be  prepared 
to  ensure  their  implementation.  DEP  recommends  that 
Massport  prepare  and  include  this  plan  in  the  Final  EIS/R. 

Massport's  mitigation  measures  are  reinforced  through 
compliance  with  M.G.L.  Chapter  30A,  Section  61  and  through 
specific  state  and  federal  certificates  approving  projects  that 
have  mitigation.  The  status  of  the  Section  61  Finding 
commitments  are  tracked  and  reported  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR).  See  also  the  Proposed  Section 
61  Findings  in  Section  8.7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Massport  follows  a  five-year  capital  budget  planning  process  to 
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projects,  which  include  established  mitigation  measures, 
proceed  to  the  implementation  stage,  appropnate  financing 
plans  are  finalized,  which  can  include  proceeds  from  bond 
issues,  available  intemal  funds,  and  grant  funds.  These  plans 
;  are  developed  through  the  Massport  Board  approval  process. 

9.3 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

...long-temi  emissions  projections  indicate  that  NOx  and 
CO  emissions  will  increase  in  1999  and  in  2010  for  total 
airport  emissions.  VOC  emissions  decreased  from 
1990-1997  due  to  a  change  in  aircraft  fleet  mix  and 
controls  on  motor  vehicles,  but  have  increased  since 
1997.  The  increases  in  emissions  are  directly  attributable 
to  increases  in  aircraft  operations  due  to  increased 
passenger  demand.  Airport  and  aircraft  emissions 
represent  the  largest  uncontrolled  source  of  air  pollution 
nationwide  and  in  Massachusetts.  DEP  is  particularly 
concemed  about  the  projected  increase  in  NOx 
emissions.  In  2010,  after  implementation  of  further  NOx 
reductions  pursuant  to  EPA's  NOx  SIP  Gall.  Logan  Airport 
will  most  likely  rank  as  one  of  the  highest  sources  of  NOx 
when  compared  to  these  same  sources. 

The  EOEA  May  7. 1999  Certificate  on  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  requested  that  Massport  undertake  a  feasibility 
study  of  implementing  measures  to  reduce  NOx  emissions  at 
Logan  Airport.  This  study  is  cun-ently  undenway  and  will  be 
presented  to  MEPA  by  the  end  of  March  2001 .  Appendix  A 
{Ozone  Modeling  Support  Document  for  the  New  England 
Domain)  of  DEP's  Attainment  Submittal  of  April  1998,  indicated 
that  on-road  mobile  sources  are  a  greater  concern  for  NOx  and 
area  sources  a  greater  concern  for  VOCs  than  Logan  Airport. 

9.4 

Air  Quality 

Mitigation 

DEP  is  encouraged  by  Massporl's  willingness  to  explore 
opportunities  to  mitigate  expected  emissions  due  to 
increased  activity  at  Logan. 

Massport  is  actively  involved  in  many  air  quality  initiatives  and 
explored  other  options  to  reduce  emissions  from  activities  at 
Logan  Airport  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously 
GEIR). 

9.5 

Air  Quality 

Mitigation 

...DEP  suggests  that  emissions  for  Logan  Airport  be 
capped  at  1999  levels  and  believes  that  McGuire  Air 
Force  Base  and  John  Wayne  Airport  provide  examples 
1  that  this  strategy  is  wort<able. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.3. 
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Code 
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Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

9.6  I 

Air  Quality 

Enfiission-  1 
Based  Landing 
Fees 

To  the  extent  that  Massporl  and  the  airlines  are  subject  to 
an  emissions  cap  and  are  responsible  to  mitigate  air 
pollution  from  their  activities,  the  adoption  of  an 
emissions-based  landing  fee  system  is  warranted  within 
the  bounds  of  recovenng  the  cost  of  environmental 
compliance  and  as  a  means  to  encourage  cleaner  aircraft 
engines. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.3.  1 

1 

9.7 

Air  Quality 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

These  improvements  will  reduce  aircraft  taxi  time  and 
associated  emissions.  DEP  recommends  that  other 
measures  be  implemented  at  Logan  to  further  reduce 
emissions  from  taxiing  such  as  more  widespread  use  of 
single  engine  taxiing.  ' 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.4. 

  ! 

9.8 

Air  Quality 

Alternative 
Fuels 

Massporl  has  made  progress  converting  ground  service 
equipment  (GSE)  and  ground  service  vehicles  to  clean 
alternative  fuels. ..Massport  is  in  the  process  of 
inventorying  GSE  equipment  at  Logan.  DEP  believes  this 
inventory  is  a  cntical  first  step  for  fi/lassport  to  adopt  a  plan 
for  vehicle  and  equipment  conversions  with  specific 
emissions  reduction  targets... (Passport  should  actively 
promote  these  types  of  strategies  and  institute  leasing 
agreements  with  the  airlines  and  sen/ice  providers  to 
convert  GSE. 

Massport  has  taken  enterprising  steps  to  encourage  tenant  use 
of  alternative  fuels  (electric  and  compressed  natural  gas|. 
Massport  will  use  the  results  of  the  ground  service  equipment 
survey  to  assess  the  feasibility  of  establishing  alternative  fuel 
targets  for  tenant  vehicles  and  ground  service  equipment.  t 

9.9 

Ground 
Transportation 

HOV 

DEP  recommends  that  MEPA  require  Massport  to  adopt  a 
higher  HOV  modeshare  goal  and  a  specific  action  plan  to 
reverse  the  trend  of  declining  transit  ndership.  One 
particular  strategy  that  has  been  adopted  by  other  airports 
is  the  consolidation  of  courtesy  vehicles  that  serve  rental 
car  companies.  DEP  recommends  that  Massporl  explore 
this  strategy. 

The  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  reports  on 
Massport's  progress  on  meeting  its  air  passenger  goal  of 
35.2  percent  by  the  time  air  passenger  volumes  reach 
37.5  million  annual  passengers.  Consideration  will  be  given  to 
ways  to  enhance  transit  ndership  and  use  of  the 
Logan  Express  bus  service.  In  addition,  Massport  is 
considenng  consolidation  of  car  rental  facilities,  which  will 
facilitate  the  consolidation  of  the  courtesy  vehicles  sen/ing  the 
rental  car  companies. 

9.10 

Construction 

Air  Quality 

DEP  believes  that  the  implementation  of  additional  diesel 
emission  controls  on  on-site  heavy  construction 
equipment  can  significantly  mitigate  localized,  adverse  air 
quality  impacts.  DEP  recommends  that  MEPA  include  in 
its  EIR  scope  the  requirement  that  such  actions  be 
assessed  by  Massport  for  implementation  as  pari  of  all 
construction  activities  related  to  construction  at 
Logan  Airport. 

Massport  will  require  contractors  to  retrofit  their  heavy 
constaiction  equipment  with  advanced  pollution  control 
devices  in  accordance  with  DEP's  Clean  Air  Construction 
Initiative.  Contractor  owned  equipment,  such  as 
front-end  loaders,  backhoes.  cranes  and  excavators,  will  be 
retrofitted  with  oxidation  catalysts  to  filter  and  break  down 
hydrocarbons,  particulate  matter  and  carbon  dioxide  from 
diesel  emissions.  Refer  to  Section  6.9  and  Chapter  8  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  discussion  of  air 
quality  mitigation  measures  dunng  the  construction  period. 

9.11 

Air  Quality 

Parking  Freeze 

DEP  recommends  that  Massport  complete  a 
comprehensive  inventory  of  all  airport-related  parking 
sen/ing  Logan  and,  if  necessary,  propose  a  management 
plan  that  is  consistent  with  the  goals  of  the  parking 
freezes. 

The  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  provides  an 
inventory  of  parking  at  Logan  Airport,  clearly  identifying 
Massport's  adherence  to  the  parking  freeze.  This  information 
IS  provided  to  DEP  on  a  quarteriy  basis  and  is  reported  in  the 
ESPR  or  subsequent  Annual  Updates.  These  documents  also 
discuss  parking  demand  and  management  at  Logan  Airport. 

9.12 

Regional 
Transportation 

Diversion 

The  DEIS/R  reiterates  Massporl's  estimate  in  the  GEIR 
update  that  up  to  7.3  million  passengers  can  be  diverted 
^  from  Logan  Airport  to  surrounding  regional  airports,  rail 
and  video  teleconferencing. ..DEP  recommends  a  more 
detailed  study  to  look  at  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
potential  passenger  diversion  from  Logan  to  allow  for  a 

In  accordance  with  the  MEPA  Certificate  on  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR,  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
contains  a  summary  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  growth 
at  the  regional  airports,  based  on  existing  available 
environmental  documents  and  studies.  Refer  to  Appendix  B 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

comparison.  Study  components  should  include,  at  a 
minimum,  impacts  on  air  quality,  vehicle  miles  traveled 
and  wetlands. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

9.13 

Soil/Sediment 

Reuse/ 

Disposal 

Option 

Page  6-99  describes  the  "approach"  Massport  is  taking 
with  regard  to  management  of  these  matenals  which  is, 
"...no  excavation  materials  from  Logan,  no  matter  what 
the  charactenzation  results,  will  be  disposed  at  sensitive 
areas,  such  as  residential,  recreational  or  wetland  areas." 
DEP  completely  concurs  with  this  approach  and  applauds 
Massport  for  taking  such  a  protective  position. 

Comment  noted. 

9.14 

Soil/Sediment 

Reuse/ 

Disposal 

Option 

DEP  concurs  with  Massport's  intention  to  beneficially 
reuse  the  excavate  at  landfills  as  either  daily  cover  or 
pre-cap  grading/shaping  material. ..when  Massport  will 
require  capacity  for  its  excavate  there  may  not  be 
adequate  demand  for  all  the  Logan  material  in  the 
timeframe  required  by  project  sequencing.  In  this  regard, 
DEP  recommends  that  Massport  assess  backup  options 
to  minimize  the  potential  for  delays  and/or  cost  increases. 

Massport  recognizes  that  there  may  not  be  sufficient  in-state 
landfill  capacity.  Altemative  sites  will  be  examined  during 
design.  The  volume  of  soil  excavated  has  been  reduced  as  a 
result  of  the  on-going  removal  of  stockpiled  G/VT  soil  matenal 
from  Governors  Island,  and  the  findings  of  a  subsurface 
investigation  program  that  much  of  the  existing  soil  matenal 
on  the  airport  is  suitable  for  constnjction  and  therefore  does 
not  have  to  be  removed. 

Massport  recently  completed  a  soil  boring  and  chemical 
analytical  program  along  the  centeriines  of  Runway  14/32  and 
the  Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  preliminary  soil  chemical  data 
indicate  that  the  large  majority  of  soil  to  be  excavated  is  not 
regulated  soil  in  that  it  did  not  exceed  the  S-2  Reportable 
Concentration.  Therefore,  this  excavate  may  be  recycled  at 
in-state  or  out-of-state  lined  landfills  or  used  at  industrial  sites 
for  fill.  In  accordance  with  Massport's  Soil  Management  Plan, 
the  excavate  will  not  be  used  for  fill  or  any  other  use  at 
environmentally  sensitive  sites  such  as  near  wetlands, 
playgrounds,  water  supplies,  etc. 

The  sections  referenced  in  the  comment  have  been  clarified. 

The  soil  classifications  used  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
were  a  combination  of  terms  from  the  original  MOU  between 
the  DEP  and  MassHighway  for  the  temporary  storage  of  soil  at 
Govemors  Island  and  the  current  Massachusetts  Contingency 
Plan  (MCP).  The  older  MOU  terminology  was  included  for 
background.  To  avoid  further  confusion,  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  addresses  these  soils  using  only  the 
MCP  temiinology. 
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9.15 

Soil/Sediment 

Reuse/ 

Disposal 

Option 

in  various  sections  of  the  report  (including  5-71 , 5-75, 
6-97,  etc.)  erroneous  statements  are  made  relative  to  the 
applicability  of  C.21E  and  the  Massachusetts  Contingency 
Plan  (MCP)  as  it  relates  to  the  C/VT  materials  on  Airport 
property. 

I 


Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 


Division  off 
Fislieries&Wiidiiffe 


Wayne  F.  MacCallum,  Director 


LETTER  10 


21  April  1999 


Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Carabndge  Street,  20th  Floor 
Boston.  M.issachusetts  02207 


NHESP  File:  96-384 


Project  Name:  Logan  Airside  Improvements 

Proponent:  Massport.  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Location:  Boston 

Docmren'  Reviewed-  DEIR/EIS 

EOEA  File  Number.  10458 


Attention:  MEPA  Unit/Arthur  Pugsley 


Dear  Secretary  Durand, 


^W^'u'^i'aS  S^^7~r""  1'\  T"  of 'he  s.a.e    10  1 

6        vjuiduu  idnapiper  {Bortrama  longtcauda)  and  will  resu!*  in  fh»  'fii-n.,'  ,f  ,  .  '  ' 

protected  rare  soecies  nnr^ianf  r«  *u^\a       l         „  taking  of  a  sfafc- 

K  oic  opecies  pursuant  to  the  Massachusetts  Endangered  Si>ecies  Act  (l^  rA  .  i  -3 1  a  ^  • 

unplementmg  regulations  (321  CMR  10  ft^^   muccd  .     """'^  c>pecies  Act  (M.G.L.  c.  131A)  and  its 
consultants  to  wSk  out^e  de  JlVff  f^l   ^.^^^^^        "^^»ng  with  Masspon  and  their 
both  on-site  and  off-si"  ^t^^^^  ^  '^"g'  ^  return  for 


V 


Natural  Heritage  &  Endangered  Species  Program 

A^TJnf  ™^  <5°8>  "2-7270  X  200  F«:  (508)  792-7275 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project. 
Sincerely, 


Hanni  Dinkeloo 
Endangered  Species  Counsel 


cc.       John  Silva,  FAA 

Betty  Desrosiers.  Massport 

Stewan  DaJzell.  Conell  Assoc. 

Seih  Kaplan,  Conservation  Law  Foundation 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  10 

MA  Division  of  Fisheries  &  Wildlife,  National 
Heritage  &  Endangered  Species  Program 
Hanni  Dinkeloo,  Endangered  Species  Counsel 


Code 

10.1 


Topic  1 

Ecosystems 


Topic  2 

Rare  Species 


Comment 


The  proposed  Logan  Airside  Improvements  project  will 
impact  nesting  and  feeding  habitat  of  the  state 
'endangered'  Upland  Sandpiper  (Bartramia  longicauda) 
and  will  result  in  the  'taking'  of  a  state  protected  rare 
species  pursuant  to  the  Massachusetts  Endangered 
Species  Act  (M.G.L.  c.  131A)  and  its  implementing 
regulations  (321  CMR  10.00).  NHESP  has  been  meeting 
with  Massport  and  their  consultants  to  work  out  the  details 
of  a  Consen/ation  Permit  that  would  allow  a  'taking'  in 
return  for  both  on-site  and  off-site  mitigation.  The  details 
of  the  proposed  restoration  work  have  not  been 
completed  but  Massport  should  finalize  these  details  with 
NHESP  before  the  final  EIR  is  submitted  to  MEPA. 


Response 

Massport  has  developed  a  comprehensive  on-site  and  off-site 
Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  mitigation  plan  in  close 
coordination  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Heritage  and 
Endangered  Species  Program  (NHESP)  for  loss  of  such 
habitat  at  Logan  Airport  from  construction  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  plan  strives  to  enhance  protection 
of  remaining  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at  Logan  Airport 
without  increasing  the  aviation  safety  hazards  typically 
associated  with  birds  or  hazards  to  the  birds.  Additionally,  it  is 
expected  that  an  area  of  former  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at 
Camp  Edwards  on  Cape  Cod  will  be  restored  to  grassland 
habitat  by  removing  woody  and  shrub  vegetation  to 
encourage  enhancement  of  the  Upland  Sandpiper  regional 
population.  This  restoration  effort  provides  a  unique 
opportunity  to  expand  grasslands  in  the  Commonwealth  far 
exceeding  the  ±40  acres  to  be  lost  at  Logan  Airport.  In  the 
event  that  such  a  program  at  Camp  Edwards  is  not  available, 
an  appropriate  altemative  program  acceptable  to  the  NHESP 
will  be  developed  and  implemented.  Additional  details  of  the 
Upland  Sandpiper  mitigation  plan  are  presented  in 
Section  6.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  10;  MA  Division  of  Fisheries  &  Wildlife,  Natural  Heritage  &  Endangered  Species  Program 
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s 


OFFICE  OF  THE  P^ESfOENT 

MASSACHUSETTS  SENATE 

STATE  HOUSE.  BOSTON  02I33-ICX37 

LETTER  11 

THOMAS  F.  BIRMINGHAM 
PRESIDENT 

April  22,  1999 

Secretary  Robert  Durand 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 

Cambridge  Street  20"^  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Secretary  Durand: 


Since  the  inception  of  the  debate  over  the  proposed  new  runway  at  Loean 
International  Airport,  I  have  sought  to  assess  the  issue  on  the  merits  and  with  tn  tmnT^.c- 
on  fa^-based  verifiable  analysis.  Although  a  purely  parochial  vfew  wo^dt" 
my  fierce  and  mjmediate  opposition  to  the  proposal,  that  was  not  my  approach  I  chose 
to  put  research  above  demagoguery  because  ultimately  that  is  in  aJl  of  orbestint^e^ 

th.t  K  statewide  ar.d  regional  implications.  It  needs  to  be  reviewed  in 

that  broad  context  N.ith  regard  to  our  environment,  our  economy  and  the  quaj^^;^^ 
expenenced  by  the  residents  of  Massachusetts.  I  have  listened  to  proponents  I^d 
opponents,  and  have  heard  the  variety  of  arguments,  analyses  and  projections 

With  the  comment  period  in  the  MEPA  process  drawing  to  an  end  I  fee! 
compelled  to  share  my  serious  reservations  about  the  proposed  new  runway  The  1 7 

Sbll^ti  of?.  ^ffi^acy  and 

aesiradility  of  the  proposed  nmway  remain  unanswered. 

fh.t .  4r  D -if  "^^^  that  Massport  withdraw  its  application  before  the  Secretary  and 
r^ln  t  r        ^  Commission"  be  formed  to  examine  the  issues  posed  not  o^^^ 
regard  to  Logan,  but  also  concerning  the  adequacy  of  this  entire  region's  air 
trans^Oi  vation  system. 

interes  J];!vo*Iv.T^rr  "  '""""'f  "fi^^^id^^^  "bo  represent  the  variety  of 

ncl  ned  to  disparage  any  individuJls  cmently  working  at  or  for  Massport  but  as  Z 

^TT  "  '  ^^"""^       °f  "''"""ity-         y  too  mud,  prol^fof 

malleable  comnutments  and  revisiomst  history  for  a  decision  of  this  impon  °o  rdy  solely 


on  Massport's  assessments  and  recommendaiions.  A  number  of  the  questions  I  h^v. 
comprehensive  review.  IfMassport  however  isnotwillinotri.,  V 

With   ^ow.d.c  and  cot;;a:r.i:;rrp^^ifaVr^^^^^ 

Masspon  has  indicated  tha,  alleviating  delaj-s  is  the  primar)-  reason  for  the  nmwav 
If  delays  are  such  a  pmblem,  then  why  isn't  there  detaZanalysis  of  ^htS' 
delay  data  ,n  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Study/  Report  (EIS/R)? 

^'^'^'^ ''■^Ji"''"'^*"''  """"^        (with  the  exception  of  1996)  Massoon 

Del^  management  is  at  the  o^c  of  Massporf  s  argument  for  the  nmway  Yet  the 
EIS/R  delay  management  rev.ew  fails  to  explore  the  issue  fijly.  Instead  the 
nmway.ts  postted  as  the  best  solution.  Why  does  Masspor.  conclude  ^*  runway 
^XZ^"^  ^'-^•i-^  measures  are  ot 


1. 


2. 


3. 


5. 


Masspon  contends  that  the  proposed  new  ninway  will  reduce  delays  Yet  there  is 
an  acknowledgement  that  m  O^e  ^turc  delays  will  mcreasc  above  «eve 
There  is  some  mdication  delays  will  return  to  current  levels  within  5  ye^   If  ^is 

'i^:T^:rjT^^'  "^^^^ ^^^^^^^^  ^  ^     soiut.cn  to"  ie.^^r 

lorlg^tL?  "  '  «^^P-hensive  plan  to  meaningfully  aJleviate  delays 

Massport  numbers  seem  to  show  that  in  2010  peak  pricing  aJonc  is  more  effective 
l;;rotL':w^-  Ifso,whyisn'tMasspo^npropos,^°Lf  ^^^^ 

Massport  raises  concerns  about  the  economic  impact  of  peak  pricing  on 

^^^tfh  ""t!!  '"f  ^  speci^exempSfn  be  put  in 

p^acc  for  ^ese  types  of  specialized  markets?  Altematively,  why  can't  at  l^t 


Wharp:cve„te  fligh,  ^1!^:^^^°^'^-^^  volunaeSL^l,,,,  11.9 

Plain.  Is  this  accurate?  What  is  the  iustificafinn  and  Jamaica  1111 

neighborhoods?  •^^^^'''^^'^^^o^f^her  impacting  these 

Massport-s  proposal  ,oco.s.™ct  a  center  fidd,Swa;Tr«2^  11.12 


what  controls  wil]  be  in  place  to  preXre  p^?"^  f  "^^."^^  new  runway,  11.14 

'ake-offajid  toding  capacity?  M,crc  do^Ti  P"'^™^"^  of  Logan 

nmnber  of  flights  g!i„g"i„  1  om  a:";  ,  °';:;lr'^''""t'  "  11  1  r 

natioMlly  m  terms  of  the  number  of  smaTflth,':  ^  "^"^  ^ogM  rank  11.15 
Doesn't  the  construction  of  a  short  4^,  '  "  of  airport' 

continued  investrpem  in  sn^ltZm  '''''  ^'^"-ging 

-"-.If^^^^^^^  HO. 

constraints  on  the  number  of  Ucke,  ageTt^^!  Ztll  Physical  1 1  1  g 

Masspor,-sp,anforaddressingoneo1^1:^^;fJ^^^^^^^^  ^^"^^ 


16.  Massport  is  now  touting  plans  to  increase  mage  of  Worcester  Aiiport  Why  did 

Masspoit  v/ait  until  public  pressure  arose  for  regional  airports  to  file  the  bill  that  . .  .  n 
gives  them  control  of  this  aliport'>  Lhere  other  ooUorLhat  JLTpZ^d  ^  ^  ^ 
but  due  to  lacK  of  mtejest  reniain  u-':e?cp!cred''        "  H^^iuca 

^liZ'T""^"  '^'"^      ^'"'^^  of  increased  toxic  en^issions  from  aircraft 

What  sort  of  assi^ance  can  be  provided  that  the  state's  implementation  plan  to 

comply  w^th  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  will  not  be  jeopardized  by  increa  S  Lr  1119 

traffic?  Even  if  the  state  is  in  technical  compliance,  there  ought  to  be  ^  estimL 

as  to  what  level  of  increase  could  result  from  the  growth  in  af tr^c  a"  ogt 

before  the  runway  proceeds.  ^us«in 

^  respectfully  request  you  to  consider  this  overwhelming  number  of  nn=.nc  j 
quesno.  in  deciding  the  sufficiency  of  Masspon's  ^n^o^.^^lZ^ZTf^^s 

UlUmately.  I  believe  i<  would  be  fondamentajly  iiresponsible  for  a  nroiecf  nf  A;, 
magnitude  .0  move  forward  while  major  issues  remain  unresolved.  For  t^s  ^1  ,    '  - 
hope  Masspon  w,ll  vvithdraw  its  application  until  a  tnjy  independenrcom^sTon 

MZf;T'V'"T  '  "'^"^  '°  a  legislaUveZm~,f 

Masspon  proceeds  with  this  project  nonetheless.  i^i«iiurium  ir 


Thank  you  for  considering  these  comments. 


truly  yours 


Thomas  F.  Birmingh 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  11 

MA  State  Senator  Thomas  F.  Birmingham 


Code 
11.1 


Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Blue  Ribbon 
Panel 


I  am  requesting  that  Massport  withdravir  its  application 
before  the  Secretary  and  that  a  "Blue  Ribbon 
Commission"  be  formed  to  examine  the  issues  posed  not 
only  with  regard  to  Logan,  but  also  conceming  the 
adequacy  of  this  entire  region's  air  transportation  system. 


11.2 


Puipose  and 
Need 


Delay 


Massport  has  indicated  that  alleviating  delays  is  the 
primary  reason  for  the  runway.  If  delays  are  such  a 
problem,  then  why  isn't  there  detailed  analysis  of  the 
histoncal  delay  data  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Study/  Report  (EIS/R)? 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  2000  and  then  met  at  least 
monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  2000.  Twelve 
meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate  background, 
the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS;  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR; 
responses  to  key  letters  written  by  members  of  the  public, 
concerned  agencies  and  public  officials  responding  to  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR;  and  a  senes  of  15  visual  and 
written  presentations  from  the  Project's  technical  consulting 
team  and  other  independent  industry  experts. 

Over  the  last  ten  years,  various  agencies  and  transportation 
planning  organizations  have  conducted  a  number  of  studies 
that  address  regional  transportation  issues.  These  studies 
have  concluded  that  The  Airside  Project  at  Logan  Airport,  the 
expansion  of  the  regional  airports,  and  the  implementation  of 
high-speed  rail  are  necessary  for  meeting  the  short-term  and 
long-term  inter-city  travel  needs  of  the  New  England  region. 
These  regional  recommendations  are  in  vanous  stages  of 
implementation.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  complete  discussion  of  regional 
transportation  alternatives  to  Logan  Airport  and  steps 
Massport  has  taken  to  foster  increased  use  of  these 
altematives. 

Massport  has  a  history  of  engaging  in  cooperative  regional 
transportation  planning  and  continues  its  efforts  to  promote 
an  efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system. 
Massport's  most  recent  endeavors  include  its  co-sponsorship 
of  the  Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  New  England 
Governors  in  November  1999,  attendance  at  a  second 
summit  in  December  2000,  and  its  assumption  of  operating 
responsibility  for  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  in 
January  2000.  Refer  to  Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental 
DElS/FElR  for  a  discussion  of  Massport's  initiatives  in 
support  regional  transportation  altematives. 

Chapters  1  and  4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provide 
analysis  of  delays  at  Logan  Airport,  Delays  primarily  occur 
when  wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the  use  of 
configurations  with  fewer  than  three  active  runways  or  when 
poor  weather  requires  increased  separation  distances 
between  aircraft.  Proposed  Runway  14/32  would  be  designed 
to  reduce  delays  at  Logan  Airport  from  adverse  winds 
Section  1.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a 
description  of  the  delay  factors  at  Logan  Airport,  and  a 
discussion  of  the  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and 
histoncal  data,  along  with  comparisons  of  Logan  Airport  with 
other  United  States  airports. 


Letter  11:  MA  State  Senator  Thomas  F.  Birmingham 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

11.3     :  Purpose  and       Delay  Delays  declined  between  1993  and  1997  (with  the 

Need  exception  of  1996)  Massport  has  provided  insuflicient 

analysis  of  this  trend.  Can  anything  be  learned  from  this 
I  expenence? 


Response 

Logan  Airport  flight  delays,  as  measured  by  the  FAA,  did 
decline  between  1993  and  1997.  Nevertheless,  the  same 
data  show  that  Logan  Airport  was  consistently  ranked  as  one 
of  the  nation's  most  delayed  airports  throughout  this  period. 
In  1998,  delayed  flights  at  Logan  Airport,  as  reported  by  the 
FAA  increased  by  more  than  30  percent  and  continued  to 
increase  in  2000.  In  2000,  Logan  Airport  was  second  most 
delayed  in  the  United  States  for  arrivals.  This  represents  the 
worst  rank  in  Logan  Airport's  history.  Refer  to  Chapter  1  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Logan 
Airport  delays  caused  elsewhere  in  the  system. 

There  are  three  reasons  for  the  decline  in  delays  between 
1993  and  1997.  First,  in  1997,  the  number  of  hourly 
scheduled  flights  was  less  than  Logan  Airport's  normal 
operating  capacity  of  120  flights  per  hour,  unlike  1993,  when 
airlines  scheduled  flights  well  beyond  Logan  Airport's  hourly 
capacity.  Second,  Logan  Airport's  hourly  demand  profile  is 
flatter  than  it  was  in  1993  Airlines  are  spreading  scheduled 
flights  throughout  the  day  taking  advantage  of  Logan  Airporf  s 
off-peak  hours  (e.g.,  10  AM  to  1  PM)  Finally,  airlines  are 
carrying  more  passengers  per  flight.  In  fact,  with  roughly  the 
same  number  of  flights  as  in  1993,  Logan  Airport 
accommodated  over  3  million  more  passengers.  One  reason 
for  this  is  that  the  regional  carrier  network  sen/ing  New 
England  is  more  efficient.  In  1993,  there  were  three  regional 
earner  systems  serving  2.1  million  regional  passengers  at 
Logan  Airport.  Since  1994,  Logan  Airport  has  been  sen/ed  by 
two  regional  airline  systems  (Business  Express,  now 
American  Eagle,  and  US  Airaiays  Express).  These  earners 
handled  2.2  million  Logan  Airport  passengers  in  1998. 

Key  lessons  learned  from  this  are:  1)  while  PPP  might  work  in 
conditions  of  overscheduling,  such  as  the  1993  environment, 
because  there  is  no  sustained  penod  of  flight  overscheduling 
at  Logan  Airport  today,  PPP  would  not  provide  meaningful 
delay  reduction  in  the  current  operating  environment;  and  2) 
while  delays  declined  from  1993  to  1997,  Logan  Airport 
continued  to  be  one  of  the  most  delayed  airports  in  the 
country  because,  even  though  earners  were  more  efficient  at 
scheduling  flights,  delays  caused  by  wind  and  weather 
continued  to  occur. 


Letter  1 1:  IVIA  State  Senator  Thomas  F.  Birmingham 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

11.4 


Comment 

Delay  management  is  at  the  crux  of  Massport's  argument 
for  the  runway.  Yet  the  EIS/R  delay  management  review 
fails  to  explore  the  issue  fully.  Instead  the  runway  is 
posited  as  the  best  solution.  Why  does  Massport  conclude 
that  a  runway  is  the  foremost  option  at  this  point,  when 
other  alleviating  measures  are  not  fully  explored? 


Response 

The  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project 
Analysis  evolved  from  prior  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October  1992);  the  Logan 
Runway  Incursion  Mitigation  Plan/Taxiway  Relocation  Study 
(December  1 993);  the  Logan  Final  GBR  (July  1 993);  and  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Feasibility  Study,  Phase  1 
Report,  published  in  July  1995.  The  FAA  evaluated  a 
numerous  physical,  operational,  and  administrative  concepts 
for  reducing  Logan  Airport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan 
International  Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA 
recommended  several  improvement  concepts,  including 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  for  further  study.  These 
improvement  concepts,  as  well  as  concepts  from  other 
studies,  were  individually  examined  by  Massport  in  the  Logan 
Airside  Feasibility  Study,  published  in  July  1995.  Based  on 
the  Feasibility  Study,  some  concepts  were  rejected  and  the 
most  promising  concepts  were  combined  into  the  Altematives 
considered  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The 
altematives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is 
consistent  with  state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for  the 
Airside  Project.  The  results  of  the  Airside  Project  analysis 
indicate  that  alternatives  that  include  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32  provide  the  most  benefit  in  terms  of  delay 
reduction  and  ability  to  achieve  PRAS  goals. 


Letter  11:  MA  State  Senator  Thomas  F.  Birmingham 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

11.5  Delay 


Topic  2 
Solution 


1 1 .6  Alternatives 


Peak  Penod 
Pncing 


1 1 .7  Alternatives 


Peak  Penod 
Pncing 


Comment 

Masspon  contends  that  the  proposed  new/  runway  will 
reduce  delays.  Yet  there  is  an  acknowledgement  that  in 
the  future  delays  will  increase  above  current  levels.  There 
is  some  indication  delays  will  return  to  current  levels 
within  5  years.  I(  this  is  accurate,  how  can  the  ainway  be 
portrayed  as  a  long-term  solution  to  alleviate  delays?  Why 
isn't  there  a  comprehensive  plan  to  meaningfully  alleviate 
delays  long-term? 


Masspon  numbers  seem  to  show  that  in  2010  peak 
pricing  alone  is  more  effective  to  reduce  delay.  Is  that 
accurate?  If  so,  why  isn't  Massport  proposing  that 
approach  now? 


Massport  raises  concerns  about  the  economic  impact  of 
peak  pricing  on  specialized  markets  such  as  Cape  Cod. 
Why  can't  special  exemptions  be  put  in  place  for  these 
types  of  specialized  martlets? 


Response 

If  no  actions  are  taken  to  alleviate  the  delay  problem,  future 
delays  will  increase  substantially.  For  example,  under  the 
37.5M  Low  Fleet  scenano,  mnway-related  delays  will  nearly 
double  (95  percent),  or  by  1 14,000  annual  hours,  over  1998 
delay  levels.  By  implementing  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
delays  will  increase  in  the  future  as  aircraft  operations 
increase,  because  delays  from  inclement  weather  (IFR 
conditions),  such  as  snowstorms  or  fog,  cannot  be  avoided. 
The  Preferred  Alternative,  however,  significantly  reduces 
delays  that  occur  dunng  clear  weather  conditions  (VFR 
conditions).  If  no  actions  are  taken,  VFR  delays  will  increase 
by  75  percent,  or  38,000  hours,  over  1998  levels.  With  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  VFR  delays  actually  decline  by 
18  percent,  or  9,000  hours.  This  represents  a  reduction  in 
VFR  delays  of  more  than  50  percent  compared  to  the  No 
Action  Alternative  for  the  37.5  M  Low  Fleet  scenano. 

The  Airside  analysis  indicates  that  PPP  is  an  effective  option 
when  airiine's  schedule  beyond  the  normal  hourly  operating 
capacity  of  the  airport.  PPP  is  not  recommended  for 
implementation  at  this  time  because  airline  overscheduling  is 
not  a  ma|or  contnbutor  to  current  delays  at  Logan  Airport. 
However,  as  a  mitigation  measure,  Massport  has  proposed  to 
implement  a  Peak  Penod  Monitoring  System  to  determine  if 
airiine  overscheduling  is  emerging  based  on  future  growth  in 
aircraft  operations.  Massport  believes  that  initiation  of  this 
monitonng  program  will  provide  the  necessary  signals  to 
encourage  earners  to  make  efficient  use  of  available  facilities 
at  Logan  Airport.  Should  the  monitoring  program  indicate  that 
overscheduling  conditions  are  likely  to  develop,  Massport  has 
developed  an  action  plan  as  descnbed  in  Section  4.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to  address 
overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  Airport. 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  sen/ice  in  the  peak  penod  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
penod  surcharge  without  a  matenal  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 


Letter  1 1 :  MA  State  Senator  Thomas  F.  Birmingham 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

11.8 


Topic  1  Topic  2 

Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 

...why  can't  at  least  some  of  the  air  traffic  related  to  these 
specialized  markets  use  other  airports,  such  as  Hanscom 
or  Worcester? 


11.9 


Alternatives 


Runway  14/32, 

Taxiway 

Improvements 


Would  the  new  mnway  and  midfield  taxiway  provide 
long-term  reduction  of  airport  congestion  or  will  the  same 
problems  reoccur  if  flight  volume  is  increased? 

What  prevents  flight  volume  from  increasing? 


11.10 

Altematives 

Other 

Non-Constructi 

on  Alternatives 

Has  Massport  utilized  all  of  the  non-Logan  options  to 
reduce  airport  congestion,  including  increased  use  of 
regional  airports,  Hanscom  Field,  congestion  pricing  and 
other  altematives? 


Response 

Regional  carriers  that  provide  service  between  the  Cape  Cod 
and  Island  markets  and  Logan  Airport  are  not  likely  to  shift 
these  services  to  other  regional  airports  because  doing  so 
would  reduce  the  number  of  passengers  and  the  economic 
viability  of  such  services.  Regional  canriers  serving  Logan 
Airport  carry  a  mix  of  Ixal  and  connecting  passengers.  As 
the  largest  city  in  New  England,  the  Boston  metropolitan  area 
represents  the  largest  concentration  of  demand  for  outlying 
regional  carrier  mari<ets.  Also,  up  to  50  percent  of  the 
passengers  on  regional  carrier  flights  connect  to  other  flights 
at  Logan  Airport.  Shifting  regional  earner  flights  to  other 
airports,  such  as  Manchester  Airport  or 
T.F.  Green/Providence  Airport  would  likely  reduce  the  amount 
of  on-board  passenger  traffic  since  a  significant  number  of 
passengers  are  either  traveling  to  Boston  or  connecting  to 
flights  that  are  not  available  from  the  outlying  airports.  For 
example,  service  to  Manchester  would  not  be  a  viable 
altemative  for  a  Provincetown  passenger  traveling  to  a 
location  in  downtown  Boston.  Likewise,  service  to  Providence 
would  not  be  attractive  to  a  Provincetown  passenger  trying  to 
reach  Denver,  since  there  are  no  nonstop  Denver  sen/ices  at 
T.F.  Green/Providence  Airport.. 

Proposed  Runway  14/32  and  all  other  proposed  projects  would 
reduce  cun-ent  and  future  delays  and  enhance  safety.  The 
sooner  that  these  improvements  are  implemented,  the  more 
long-term  delay  benefits  will  be  realized.  Major  factors  in  airiine 
competition  are  frequency  of  service  and  number  of  markets 
served.  PPP  was  included  in  the  airside  improvement 
altematives  to  address  delays  caused  by  airiine 
over-scheduling.  Airiine  over-scheduling  is  only  a  problem 
when  flight  demand  dunng  the  peak  hours  exceeds  the 
airfield's  average  VFR  capacity.  Because  of  competitive 
factors,  airiines  have  reduced  peak  period  flights  since  1993. 
As  a  result,  airiine  over-scheduling  is  not  cun^ently  a  problem 
at  Logan  Airport  and  Massport  is  not  recommending  the 
implementation  of  PPP  at  this  time. 

Flight  volume  at  Logan  Airport  is  a  function  of  the  demand  for 
air  travel.  Growth  in  air  travel  demand  is  pnncipally  driven  by 
local  and  national  economic  conditions,  competition  and 
pricing  within  the  airiine  industry,  and  the  distribution  of  airiine 
services  and  passenger  traffic  between  Logan  Airport  and  the 
sun-ounding  regional  airports. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 1 .8  and  to  Chapter  2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  1 1 :  ^4A  State  Senator  Thomas  F.  Birmingham 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code  Topic  1 
11.11  Noise 


11.12  Noise 


Taxiway 
Improvements 


11.13  Noise 


Mitigation 


Comment 

Massport  data  seem  to  suggest  there  could  be  a  tnpling  of 
airplane  travel  over  East  Boston,  Chelsea,  South  End, 
and  parts  of  South  Boston,  Roxbury  and  Jamaica  Plain.  Is 
this  accurate?  What  is  the  justification  lor  further 
impacting  these  neighbortioods? 


Massport  suggests  there  will  be  a  reduction  in  noise  in 
parts  of  East  Boston,  Revere,  South  Boston.  Dorchester 
and  Milton.  How  can  this  be  reconciled  with  Massport's 
proposal  to  construct  a  center  field  taxiway  for  4-22 
mnways? 


What  mitigation  measures  would  be  provided  to  the 
impacted  communities  (beyond  soundproofing  of  homes)? 


Response 

Also  refer  to  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  runway  use  and  to  Sections  6.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  noise  impacts. 
In  1998,  77  percent  of  Logan  Airport's  jet  traffic  affected 
communities  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  airport- 
East  Boston,  Winthrop,  Revere,  parts  of  South  Boston, 
Dorchester,  Quincy,  Milton,  and  Braintree.  Without 
Runway  14/32,  as  much  as  88  percent  of 
Logan  Airport's  aircraft  operations  will  overfly  these 
communities  when  Logan  Airport  reaches 
37.5  million  passengers.  Construction  of  Runway  14/32  will 
allow  a  more  balanced  geographic  distnbution  of 
aircraft  operations  over  populated  areas,  will  increase  the 
number  of  over-water  operations,  and  will  reduce 
noise  exposure  for  close-in  communities.  In  fact,  the 
most  heavily  impacted  communities  will  experience  a 
decrease  in  overflights  compared  to  1998  levels.  With  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  when  Logan  Airport  reaches 
29  million  passengers,  overflights  from  Runway  4  arrivals  and 
Runway  22  departures,  which  affect  South  Boston,  Quincy, 
Milton,  and  Braintree,  will  decrease  from  107,861  in  1998  to 
58,305  operations.  Similarly,  overflights  affecting  Winthrop 
(Runway  27  arnvals  and  Runway  9  departures)  will  decline 
from  88.224  in  1998  to  55.805.  As  a  result  of  the  relief  for 
these  communities,  flights  over  the  water  and  flights  over  less 
impacted  communities  will  increase.  With  Runway  14/32,  the 
over-water  procedure  (Runway  14  and  Runway  15 
departures.  Runway  32  and  Runway  33  arnvals)  becomes 
the  most  used  set  of  runways  with  operations  increasing  from 
34,222  in  1998  to  82,965.  Overflights  affecting  the  South  End, 
parts  of  South  Boston,  and  Roxbury  (Runway  27  departures) 
will  increase  from  20,356  to  41,974,  making  this  the  fourth 
most  used  procedure,  up  from  fifth  in  1998.  Overflights 
affecting  Chelsea,  the  Eagle  Hill  section  of  East  Boston, 
Everett,  and  Somerville  (Runway  33  departures  and 
Runway  15  arnvals)  will  increase  from  9,804  to  35,801.  This 
will  become  the  fifth  most  used  procedure,  up  from  the  sixth, 
or  least  used  procedure  in  1998. 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  Centerfield  Taxiway  system  is 
to  improve  the  flow  of  taxiing  aircraft  and  to  reduce  aircraft 
ground  delay.  With  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  in  place, 
neighbors  in  Winthrop  and  East  Boston  adjacent  to  the 
taxiways  will  expenence  small  reductions  in  ground  noise. 

These  are  different  from  the  noise  level  reductions  that  occur 
in  parts  of  East  Boston,  Revere,  South  Boston,  and 
Dorchester  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Improvements  in 
those  communities  are  denved  from  the  added  flexibility 
afforded  by  Runway  14/32.  It  allows  the  redistnbution  of  traffic 
so  that  there  are  fewer  landings  on  Runway  4L  and  4R  and 
fewer  takeotfs  on  Runways  22L  and  22R.  The  taxiway  itself 
has  no  beanng  on  these  flights. 

Chapter  8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  summanzes 
Massporfs  proposed  project-specific  mitigation  program 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
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Code     Topic  1 

11.14  Alternatives 


Topic  2 


Comment 


11.15   :  Alternatives 


Other 

Non-Constructi 
on  Alternatives 


Massport  makes  the  promise  to  use  the  new  runway  in 
only  one  direction.  How  can  Massport  assure  residents, 
who  have  experienced  Massport's  efforts  to  amend 
environmental  documents  by  breaking  promises  they 
made,  that  this  is  different?  Are  there  enforceable 
guarantees  for  no  overland  flights  using  the  new  runway, 
and  what  controls  will  be  in  place  to  prevent  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  from  overriding  local 
agreements?  What  is  to  prevent  Massport  from  worthing  to 
amend  conditions  set  forth  in  the  EIR? 


Reducing  the  number  of  small  aircraft  using  Logan  Airport 
would  reduce  delays.  Is  it  accurate  that  aircraft  carrying 
fewer  than  50  passengers  use  45%  of  Logan  take-off  and 
landing  capacity?  Where  does  Logan  rank  nationally  in 
terms  of  the  number  of  flights  going  in  and  out  the  airport? 
And  where  does  Logan  rank  nationally  in  temis  of  the 
number  of  small  flights  going  in  and  out  of  the  airport? 
Doesn't  the  construction  of  a  short  14-32  runway  worsen 
delay  by  encouraging  continued  investment  in  small 
aircraft? 


Response 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  (;.e.,  all 
aircraft  arnvals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the 
Runway  32  approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from 
the  Runway  14  (heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State 
approval  under  I^EPA  and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will 
allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations.  Consistent  with  any 
such  approvals,  Massport  will  light  and  stnpe  Runway  14/32 
to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 

Furthermore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the  unidirectional 
requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is 
within  1 ,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the 
Hyatt  Conference  Center  invades  applicable  FAA  approach 
surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby  precluding  arrivals 
from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another  factor  limiting 
westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack  of  available 
facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow 
maximum  use  of  over-water  operations,  which  would  thereby 
limit  operational  impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  reinforce 
these  important  environmental  benefits,  Massport  has 
designated  the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  on 
Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation  measure.  It  is  anticipated  that 
any  state  and  federal  approvals  will  also  stnctly  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  limitations  intended  for  Runway  14/32. 

Refer  to  Section  8.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  ways  the  unidirectional  restriction  can  be 
enforced.  Small  aircraft  can  be  accommodated  on  any 
runway  configuration  at  Logan  Airport.  Proposed 
Runway  14/32  would  allow  Logan  Airport  to  maintain  its  full 
Visual  Flight  Rule  capacity  in  northwest  wind  conditions  and 
would  not  provide  a  new  capability  to  accommodate  small 
aircraft,  nor  would  it  encourage  additional  investment  in  this 
type  of  equipment.  Based  on  an  analysis  of  airiine  schedules 
for  May  1999,  41.7  percent  of  Logan  Airport's  scheduled 
arnvals  and  departures  were  on  regional  aircraft  with  fewer 
than  50  seats.  For  calendar  year  1998,  Logan  Airport  ranked 
eighth  among  United  States  airports  in  terms  of  total  aircraft 
operations.  Based  on  May  1999  airiine  schedules, 
Logan  Airport  ranked  fifth  among  United  States  airports  in 
terms  of  scheduled  arrivals  and  departures  on  aircraft  with 
fewer  than  50  seats  and  ranked  seventh  in  terms  of  total 
scheduled  aircraft  operations. 

Massport  has  proposed  to  implement  a  Peak  Period 
Monitoring  System  to  determine,  based  on  future  growth  in 
scheduled  aircraft  operations,  if  airline  overscheduling  is 
becoming  a  problem  at  Logan  Airport.  Should 
airline-overscheduling  conditions  arise,  Massport  will  initiate 
Phase  1  of  a  phased  PPP  implementation  process.  In 
Phase  1  of  the  process,  Massport  will  meet  with  individually 
airlines  to  seek  voluntary  schedule  adjustments  to  avoid 
delays  that  result  from  overscheduling. 


Letter  11 ;  MA  State  Senator  Thomas  F.  Binningham 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

11.16 

Delay 

Apron 
Alternatives 

Don't  inefficient  and  outmoded  terminals  contribute  to 
delays  at  Logan?  How  much  of  tfie  problem  is  due  to 
aircraft  waiting  to  get  access  to  gates  and 
physical  constraints  on  the  number  of  ticket  agents  and 
baggage  handling?  What  is  Massport's  plan  lor 
addressing  one  of  its  more  problematic  terminals, 
Terminal  A'' 

The  Airside  analysis  evaluates  delays  related  to  inefficiencies  ' 
of  the  airfield  and  does  not  include  delays  related  to  aircraft 
waiting  to  access  gates  or  outmoded  terminals  and  terminal 
facilities.  Massport  and  individual  airlines  are  currently 
undertaking  redevelopment  of  the  landside  portion  of  the 
airport  (i.6.,  terminals,  roadways,  etc.).  These  projects  are 
also  required  to  undergo  environmental  review.  For 
Terminal  A,  Delta  Air  Lines  received  environmental  approval 
for  its  proposed  terminal  replacement  project  in  late  1999. 
Logan  Airport's  J999  fSPfl  (formerly  GEIR)  reports  on 
cumulative  impacts  of  Logan  Airport's  landside  and  airside 
operations. 

11.17 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan 

What  are  Masspxjrt's  plans  to  handle  the  increased  need 
for  public  transportation  to  the  airport,  once  capacity  is 
increased? 

Implementation  ol  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  series  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation. 
Massport's  plans  to  handle  the  ground  access  requirements 
of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPP  (previously  GEIR)  and  its  subsequent 
Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  Updates). 

11.18 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Massport  is  now  touting  plans  to  increase  usage  of 
Worcester  Airport.  Why  did  Massport  wait  until  public 
pressure  arose  for  regional  airports  to  file  the  bill  that 
gives  them  control  of  this  airport''  Are  there  other  options 
that  could  be  pursued  but  due  to  lack  of  interest  remain 
unexplored? 

Massport  has  a  long-standing  relationship  with  the 
City  of  Worcester  to  aid  Worcester  Regional  Airport  in 
reaching  its  full  potential,  thereby  improving  the  efficiency  of 
the  New  England  air  transportation  networi(.  Massport 
assumed  operational  control  of  the  Worcester  Regional 
Airport  on  January  15,  2000.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Massport's 
efforts  to  promote  increased  utilization  of  Worcester  Regional 
and  the  other  regional  airports. 

11.19 

Air  Quality 

NAAQS 

There  are  concerns  about  the  levels  of  increased  toxic 
emissions  from  aircraft.  What  sort  of  assurance  can  be 
provided  that  the  state's  implementation  plan  to  comply 
with  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  will  not  be  leopardized  by 
increased  air  traffic?  Even  if  the  state  is  in  technical 
compliance,  there  ought  to  be  an  estimate  as  to  what  level 
of  increase  could  result  from  the  grovrth  in  air  traffic  at 
Logan  before  the  runway  proceeds. 

The  emissions  inventones  for  future  conditions  and  allematives 
are  contained  in  Section  6.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
and  Appendix  F.  These  inventones  show  that  all  Alternatives, 
including  the  No  Action  and  Preferred  Alternative,  are  well 
wnthin  acceptable  cntena.  In  addition,  dispersion  modeling 
indicates  no  violation  of  the  NAAQS  for  the  pollutants  analyzed 
(CQ,  NO  and  PMio)  under  any  alternative  and  future  year. 

Letter  1 1 :  MA  State  Senator  Thomas  F.  Birmingham 


SENATOR  HENRI  S.  RAUSCHENBACH 
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COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

MASSACHUSETTS  SENATE 

STATE  HOUSE.  BOSTON  02133-I053 


April  22,  1999 


LETTER  12 


coMMrrrEES: 

Senate  Ways  and  Means 

Health  Care 

Energy 


Massachusetts  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
I  Winter  Street 
Boston  MA,  02108 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

We,  the  Cape  Cod  Legislative  Delegation,  write  to  you  in  determined  support  of  proposed  runway 
14/32  at  Logan  International  Airport.  The  transportation  needs  of  our  districts  are  inexorably 
Imked  to  Logan  airport  in  much  the  same  way  as  every  other  region  in  eastern  Massachusetts. 
Efficient  operation  of  the  Boston  airport  has  immediate  and  measurable  impact  on  economics  and 
quality  of  life  for  Cape  and  Islands  residents.  For  instance,  Cape  Air/Nantucket  Airlines,  the 
largest  independent  regional  server  in  the  country,  flies  150,000  passengers  to  and  from  Boston 
each  year.  Passengers  include  Cape  and  Island  residents  traveling  on  business  as  well  as  those 
seeking  medical  procedures  or  other  services  unavailable  locally.  Moreover,  air  transport  is 
central  to  the  success  of  our  tourism  industry,  one  of  the  main  sources  of  our  constituent's 
livelihoods.  In  all,  the  unique  geographic  realities  of  the  Cape  and  Islands  wed  our  interests  to 
events  at  Logan.  Too  often,  delays  in  Boston  become  fully  manifest  in  local  consequences. 
We  thank  you  for  your  consideration  and  do  urge  your  favorable  view  of  this  initiative. 


Respectfully  Submitted, 


THE  CAPE  COD  LEGISLATIVE  DELEGATION 


HENRI  S.  RAUSCHENBACH 

State  Senator 

Cape  &  Islands  District 


THERESE  MURRAY 
State  Senator 

Plymouth  &  Barnstable  District 


N^NCYe^Yl/ 
State  Representative 
3"*  Barnstable  District 


^METRIUS  ATSALI^ 
State  Representative 
2""  Barnstable  District 


ERIC  TURKINGTON 
Slate  Representative 
Barnstable,  Dukes  &  Nantucket 


SHIRLET^MES 
State  Representative 
4*  Barnstable  District 


RUTH  PROVOST 
State  Representative 
Barnstable  &  Plymouth  District 


)MAS  GEORGR-^ 
fate  Repre^ntative 
1  Barnstable  District 


HSR/cb 
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Letter  12 

Cape  Cod  Legislative  Delegation 
Senator  Henri  S.  Rauschenbach 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 

12.1     :  Purpose  and       Delays  Efficient  operation  of  the  Boston  airport  has  immediate        Comment  noted. 

Need  and  measurable  impact  on  economics  and  quality  of  life 

for  Cape  and  Islands  residents.  Passengers  include  Gape 
and  Island  residents  traveling  on  business  as  well  as 
■  those  seeking  medical  procedures  or  other  sen/ices 
unavailable  locally.  Moreover,  air  transport  is  central  to 
the  success  of  our  tounsm  industry,  one  of  the  main 
;  sources  of  our  constituent's  livelihoods.  Too  often,  delays 
I  in  Boston  become  fully  manifest  in  local  consequences. 


Letter  12:  Cape  Cod  Legislative  Delegation,  Senator  Henn  S.  Rauschenbach 


^^^l<2^  (M<C<ie:  ^^/JJ./^Jj(^ 


REPRESENTATIVE 
ROBERT  A.  DeLEO 

1  9th  SUFFOLK  DISTRICT 
ROOM  20.  STATE  HOUSE 


LETTER  13 


Tel  (617)  722-24  10 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20th  Floor 

Boston,  Massachusetts  022025 

Mr.  John  C.  Silva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 

Airports  Division,  ANE-600 

New  England  Region 

12  New  England  Executive  Park 

Burlington,  Massachusetts  01803 


April  7,  1999 


ChairjTian 
Commitlee  on 
Bills  in  the  Third  Reading 

Chairman 
M.W.R.A.  Legislative  Caucus 
Legislative  Caucus  on 
Older  Citizens  Concerns 
Committee  Member. 
Ethics 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley  and  Mr.  Silva: 

As  allowed  by  state  and  federal  law,  I  submit  to  you  comments  reeardin^ 
proposals  put  forth  by  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  and  "  AvTaton 
Adm.ms.at,on  entitled,  "Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planmng  Project,'  rr  fete^" 
proposed  construction  and  augmentation  of  the  General  Edward  La  Jence  Log^ort 

.nH    I  ^T      ^''''^'T  P^'^"^"  of  representing  the  residents  of  Winthop 

and  part  of  Revere  m  the  Massachusetts  House  of  Representatives.  Both  in  thatCacitv 

TLl  T       ''^""""^  '  '^^^      '  ^^^^  -^--^  -  -tters  concerlg  ^ 

Logan  Airport  for  many  years.  From  that  experience  as  well  as  from  a  careflil  review  of 
all  MassPort  expansion  proposals,  I  can  say  unequivocally  and  without  hesitation  to  if 

al\Tr  fT7'  '       ''''''''''      ^'"^'^  ^-^-^  environment 

attack  the  residents  of  commumties  which  neighbor  Logan  have  ever  had  to  endure. 

/^^""^^  reason  for  MassPort's  undertaking  ofthis  course  of  action  is  ite 
desire  to  reduce  delays.  It  goes  without  saying  that  any  reduction  m  delays  at  Log^ 
Airport  would  benefit  not  only  the  local  economy  of  the  Greater  Boston  La  buf  "e 
economy  of  the  entire  Commonwealth  as  well.  It  should  be  stated  that  those  who  oppose 


expansion  at  Logan  do  not,  in  any  manner,  oppose  either  delay  reduction  or  economic 
growth.  We  do,  however,  oppose  the  method  which  MassPort  has  chosen  to  remedy  the 
current  delay-prone  situation. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  that  without  the  proposed 
Ai^ide  improvements,  Logan  Airport  will  continue  to  experience  increasing  delays  This 
IS  true,  however,  even  if  all  of  the  proposed  construction  were  to  be  completed  Logan 
would  sun  return  to  its  present  level  of  delays  within  five  (5)  years.  While  MassPort  may  131 
dispute  this  number  withm  a  range  of  a  few  years,  it  is  still  an  undeniable  fact  that  as 
demand  mcreases.  delays  will  increase  as  well.  Whether  they  rise  at  a  slower  or  faster 
rate  is  an  inconsequential  question  because  it  does  not  speak  to  a  long-term  viable 
solution.  In  essence,  MassPort  is  requesting  to  undertake  a  project  which  will  degrade  the 
environmental  status  of  the  region,  (as  I  will  describe  latter),  while  not  adequately 
addressmg  the  underlying  problem.  This  represents  environmental  harm  perpetrated  for 
less  than  practical,  let  alone  justifiable,  reasons. 

The  issue  of  noise  and  air  pollution  has  many  parallels  to  the  issue  of  delays  in  the       ,  «  n 
sense  that  the  MassPort  solution  again  provides  only  temporary  relief  One  need  look  no        '  ^.2 
further  than  those  who  I  represent  in  Winthrop  and  Revere  to  see  that  even  people  who 
would  ostensibly  benefit  from  the  construction  of  an  EastAVest  runway  realize  the  folly 
of  exparision.  Even  with  a  35%  reduction  in  operation  over  their  heads,  in  short  order 
the  number  of  operations,  and  thus,  the  level  of  noise  pollution  will  be  back  to  present 
levels  and  will  continue  to  rise  in  the  future. 

mean  time,  communities  affected  by  operations  on  Runways  33  and  27 
mcludmg  Charlestown,  Chelsea,  Revere,  Somerville.  Cambridge,  Melrose,  Roxbury 
South  Boston,  Jamaica  Plain,  Roslindale,  West  Roxbury,  Brookline  and  East  Boston  1 3.3 

would  see  operations  more  than  triple.  While  MassPort  describes  these  increases  as  a 
more  equi^ble  distribution"  of  noise  and  air  pollution,  I  believe  it  is  only  a  temporary 
shuffling  of  a  problem  which  has  been  conceived  based  on  limited  concepts  of 
distnbuuon."  Add  to  this  equation  the  fact  that  MassPort  has  no  quantitative  data 
regardmg  the  actual  pollutants  expelled  by  aircraft,  and  the  result  is  an  expansion 
proposal  which  is  proceeding  on  less  than  justified  conclusions. 

"niis  question  of  distribution  also  speaks  to  a  larger  environmental  concem- 
namely  the  concept  of  environmental  justice.  Given  the  undeniable  fact  that  aircraft 
expel  pollutants,  it  follows  that  an  increase  in  air  traffic  will  lead  to  an  increase  in  1 3.4 

pollutants.  Why  then  should  one  region  of  the  Commonwealth  be  made  to  suffer  these 
mcre^es  when  the  benefit  of  expansion  is  clearly  meant  for  the  entire  Commonwealth'?  I 
urge  that  consideration  be  given  to  those  who  have  endured  both  noise  and  air  pollution 
smce  the  airport's  mception,  for  they  have  already  paid  for  economic  progress  by 
sacnficing  their  health  and  quality  of  life. 

As  you  consider  the  concept  of  environmental  equity,  I  further  urge  you  consider 
other  detrimental  aspects  of  MassPort's  expansion  proposals  other  than  the  construction 


2 


CJreater  Boston  areaaZm  ^       ^     P"'''^"'  to  the 

of  this  proposTd^l'"^;;*4l°r^^^^         -r^eld  taxiway.  -n>e  orientation 

directly  toLrd  ^Sl^d  Re«reTf  '"'^^  ^''S'""  1  ■\  ^ 

orientation  will  re^S  toTr^S^S  th '  LufT  ''""""^^ 

Moreover,  a  seconXy  buTn^<^s  ta^Tn         "T"' "  '^'"'^P      ^^'^^^^  ^i^- 
allow  Logan  AirpoZ  Z^^IT^'^^  "  *J  T"^'  "^vvay  will 

tenninals  AshTbeen  I^f^^     •  "P P'*"^  « variotis 

in  pollutantT  '^'^  "  "P^'^'i""^  ^"  «^"it  in  an  increase 


beallow^d^o^X^SeSAwS^^^^ 

requirements.  ^s^oSdLSltrrgo^^^^^^^^ 

environmentaJly  unsound  First  i,  J.,Z  ,,      ■/  ^"''^  P"™  'o  be 

a  lower  altitude  in^en^w^lT  A  ,owTi  °''  '       '"''^S  ^  fi 

that  when  a  landing  is  atort  d  fte  "suj^ren,  ™  '  """"^'^  ^ 
missed.app.oach  4uld  itselflt  d  ^X^^^^^^  ^ 

rt^^eirrcrh^^a^ 

necessanly  lead  to  increased  "u^^^^^T^Z;:!^--^-^^  """-^ 

r«— ^^^^ 

o^e^ncr^oranTfi^::— ^  P.easecall 


RAD/jce 
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Letter  13 

MA  State  Representative  Robert  A.  DeLeo 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

13.1       Purpose  and  Delays 
Need 


Comment 


13.2  Noise 


Impacts 


13.3  Noise 


impacts 


13.4       Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


It  is  the  contention  of  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
that  without  the  proposed  Airside  improvements, 
Logan  Airport  will  continue  to  experience  increasing 
delays.  This  is  tnje,  however,  even  if  all  of  the  proposed 
construction  were  to  be  completed,  Logan  would  still 
return  to  its  present  level  of  delays  within  five  (5)  years. 
Massport  is  requesting  to  undertake  a  project  which  will 
degrade  the  environmental  status  of  the  region,  while  not 
adequately  addressing  the  underlying  problem. 


The  issue  of  noise  and  air  pollution  has  many  parallels  to 
the  issue  of  delays  in  the  sense  that  the  Massport  solution 
again  provides  only  temporary  relief.  Even  with  a  35% 
reduction  in  operations  over  their  heads,  in  short  order  the 
number  of  operations,  and  thus,  the  level  of  noise 
pollution  will  be  back  to  present  levels  and  will  continue  to 
rise  in  the  future. 


Communities  affected  by  operations  on  Runways  33  and 
27  including  Charlestown,  Chelsea,  Revere.  Somerville, 
Cambridge,  Melrose,  Roxbury.  South  Boston,  Jamaica 
Plain,  Roslindale,  West  Roxbury,  Brookline  and 
East  Boston  would  see  operations  more  than  tnple.  While 
Massport  describes  these  increases  as  a  more  "equitable 
distribution"  of  noise  and  air  pollution,  I  believe  it  is  only  a 
temporary  shuffling  of  a  problem  which  has  been 
conceived  based  on  limited  concepts  of  "distribution." 


Given  the  undeniable  fact  that  aircraft  expel  pollutants,  it 
follows  that  an  increase  in  air  traffic  will  lead  to  an 
increase  in  pollutants.  Why  then  should  one  region  of  the 
Commonwealth  be  made  to  suffer  these  increases  when 
the  benefit  of  expansion  is  cleariy  meant  for  the  entire 
Commonwealth. 


Response 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  expenenced 
120,000  hours  of  njnway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Altemative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  altematives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
overtime.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 


The  ground  noise  analyses  in  Section  6.2.4  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  lead  to  the  opposite  conclusion. 
For  example,  Table  6.2-21  of  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  indicates  that,  at  all  seven  sites  examined,  the 
reduction  in  exposure  is  greater  under  both  the  longer-term 
37.5M  High  Fleet  and  29M  Low  Fleet  scenarios  than  it  is 
under  the  near-term  29M  Low  Fleet  scenario.  Recent  growth 
trends  suggest  the  37.5  million  passenger  level  is  now  more 
likely  to  occur  around  2015,  (Refer  to  related  discussion  in 
Section  1.4.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR). 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Altemative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenano,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Section  6.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a 
thorough  analysis  of  air  quality  impacts  from  the 
Airside  Project.  The  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion 
modeling  indicate  better  air  quality  conditions  with 
Runway  14/32  and  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  than  with  the 
No  Action  Altemative. 


Letter  13:  MA  State  Representative  Robert  A.  DeLeo 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 
13.5 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Taxiway 
Improvements 


!  13.6 


Alternatives 


Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 


Comment 

The  orientation  of  the  proposed  centerfield  taxiway  will 
require  aircraft  be  aligned  such  that  their  idling  engines 
face  directly  toward  Winthrop  and  Revere.  This  onentation 
will  result  in  increases  in  the  pollutants  present  in 
Winthrop  and  Revere  air.  This  taxiway  will  allow 
Logan  Airport  to  increase  its  overall  operations  by  freeing 
up  piers  at  the  vanous  terminals.  As  has  been  staled 
before,  any  increase  in  operations  will  result  in  an 
increase  in  pollutants. 

The  Port  Authonty  has  also  suggested  that  as  part  of  its 
Airside  Improvements  it  be  allowed  to  apply  to  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  to  lower  its  minimum 
landing  requirements.  It  would  allow  pilots  to  make  a  final 
landing  decision  at  a  lower  altitude  in  inclement  weather. 
When  a  missed  approach  is  executed  at  a  lower  altitude, 
the  result  is  more  noise  for  the  residents  who  live 
undemeath  the  final  approach  pattern  Any  lowering  of 
minimums  would  necessanly  lead  to  increased  noise 
pollution  in  the  immediate  area. 


Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  13.4.  In  addition,  the  NAAQS 
serve  as  an  indicator  of  the  acceptability  of  current  pollutant 
concentrations  since  these  standards  were  designed  to  protect 
human  health  and  welfare.  Dispersion  modeling  indicates  that 
no  alternatives  violate  the  NAAQS. 


Reducing  the  current  landing  minimums  for  Runways  15R, 
22L,  and  27  at  Logan  Airport  will  not  increase  noise  levels. 
Aircraft  will  follow  the  same  arrival  paths,  at  the  same 
altitudes  as  today,  but  the  location  at  which  a  missed 
approach  decision  must  be  made  will  be  moved  closer  to  the 
airport.  Since  missed  approaches  rarely  occur,  they  have 
no  discernible  effect  on  the  cumulative  noise.  For  example, 
reducing  the  Runway  22L  decision  height  to  200  feet  moves 
the  maximum  noise  point  to  approximately  3,000  feet  from 
touchdown  which  is  further  from  populated  areas  in 
East  Boston  than  the  current  maximum  noise  point.  Although 
categoncally  excluded  from  NEPA  review,  modeling  of  the 
changes  in  runway  availability  from  reductions  in  the 
approach  minimums  and  an  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts 
on  community  noise  exposure  that  may  result  were  included 
in  the  Airside  Project  in  compliance  with  an  earlier  agreement 
among  Massport,  the  FAA  and  the  City  of  Boston. 


Letter  13:  MA  State  Representative  Robert  A.  DeLeo 


PAUL  C.  DEMAKIS 
REPRESENTATIVE 


^use  fff  ^epzestntstibes 
^tnie  ^ouBE,  Posffln  02133-1054 


8tm  SUFFOLK  DISTRICT  I  FTTFR   1  >l  Commmees  on 

BOSTON  .  BROOKLINE  •  CAMBRIDGE  "  Govemmen,  Regulalio, 

ROOM  446.  STATE  HOUSE  ^''^ 

Tel.  (6  I  7)  722-2460  T^fa"spoaaiion 

LORI  A.  JODOIN 

^  Legishtive  Aide 

Apnl  22,  1999 

Mr.  Arthur  Puglsev 
MEPA  Unit 

Executive  Office  of  EnvironmentaJ  Affairs 
lUU  Cambridge  Street 
Boston.  MA  02202 

Drfrr^'"'^'  ^'"Provements  Planning  Project 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report 

Dear  Mr.  Puglsey: 

PC  Au'rH;^:'r.^™;-^^^^^^^^^  *^  «  by  ^.e  Ma.sachu.ens 

Additionally,  because  the  Draft  Environm.^M?    '"T""™^  '^'l^"  i"  Boston. 

Masspor.  contains  several  seZs  fl  wsTsl  7"'"  «?^™»'«=P0«  submitted  by 

DEIS/DEIR  as  inadequate  ^dTo  renu"  ;  M  ^00^;  '"'"^  '»  ^j-'  '"^ 

M         u  10  require  Massport  to  submit  a  new  DEIS/DEIR 

.He  cx.e„,"!rZ;:':.uXr"''""^       --'"""^       -PP-^  «-  vas.,y  „ve.sta.c       1 4.I 

model  for  estimating  delays  a,  Log^^fter  A^r^r^^^^^^         '°  '=^^'°P 
delays  at  other  airports  in  Ae  United^S^tt         ^  =«™ate 
DEIS/DEIR  on  how  its  model  were  selected  and^dev      ^^"^^^  discussion  in  the 

Federalt-ZklTnSr^r^^^^^^^ 

Additionally,  Massporfs  model  uses  hoZ  wJl    t       "  ''"'^^ 
Furthennore,  Massporfs  delay  caTulatZs  dT  ^H'^      .'''™'  "''"'^^O- 
causes  of  delays,  inlding.  i/add'tn  ^at^r^^^^^^ 
delays  caused  by  severe  weather,  the  airlines,  ^d  eTays  a  othe  ~ 


Representative  Paul  C.  Demalds/Apnl  22, 1999/Pagc  2 

from  .  M  ^^"^^  to  produce  actuaJ  and  current  delay  data  derived 

2.  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  adequately  consider  alternatives  to  the 
construction  of  Runway  14/32.  '^"ernaiives  to  the 

14/^7  -^^r  w^^^^^^^^  ^'tematives  to  the  constniction  of  Runwav 

14/^2,  including  expanded  use  of  Hanscom  Field  esoeciallv  for  <=m.ii  "^/^""^^^ 

3.  The  construction  of  Runway  14/32  is  a  short  fpr^,  "k    ^  . 
It  appears  that  the  construction  of  Runway  14/32  mav  reHnr^  h.i       ,  r 

4.  Massport  cannot  guarantee  that  Runway  14/32  will  be  unidirectional. 

Massport  has  no  legal  authority  to  guarantee  that  Runway  14/32  will  he 
unidirectional.  Accordingly  MassDort  ^hnnM  K«       •    ,  ''"'^''>^ '^'-^^  ^iii  be 

all  impacts  of  Runway  M3ib^ed  on  h.         '"'^''''"'^  '°  ^''^^'^^  "  ^^^^''^^  ^^'y^'^  of 
P      ui  Kunway  14/J2  based  on  the  assumption  it  will  be  bi-directional. 


Representative  Paul  C.  Demalds/April  22, 1999/Page  3 

construcZ'nf  p  mitigation  for  the  severe  environmental  impacts  the 

construction  of  Runway  14/32  will  have  on  Logan's  neighbors. 

The  construction  of  Runway  14/32  will  result  in  o      ur  • 
over  a  wide  swaU,  of  metropoman  Boston  MlTon  offl       v  """"''"^  "^"'S"'^ 
soundproofing,  ,o  .he  va.,  Ijority  oftid^n^:  o  :!Z  2ZZlT''  "    .  ' 
no.se  caused  by  Uie  new  runway  Soundproofini,  iZZ  7  ,         ^      'ncreased  . 
residents  in  very  close  proximi^  ,o  L^gt  N^';^  s    u  dt^^^^  T""  °' 

additional  mitigation  measuresTo  reduce  «.e  n^se  iml,"  „ h  Z'"" 
residenis  who  will  be  impac.ed  by  d.e  new  runway    '  "'"^^ 

address  fumre  .ncreases  in  operations  and  passengers  at  Logan. 

inadequate  and  require  Massport  to  submit  a  new  DEIS/DE IR  h.T 

raised  in  this  letter.  utii/UhlR  that  addresses  the  concerns 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 

Paul  C.  Demakis 
State  Representative 
8th  Suffolk  District 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  14 

MA  State  Representative  Paul  C.  Demakis 


Code 

14.1 


Topic  1 


Delay 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Model  Massporf  s  delay  projections  are  unreliable  and  appear  to 

vastly  overstate  the  extent  of  delays  at  Logan. 

Massport  should  be  required  to  produce  actual  and 
current  delay  data  derived  from  a  universally  accepted 
source  such  as  the  FAA.  If  Massport  is  permitted  to  use 
its  own  model  to  estimate  delays,  it  should  be  required:  1) 
to  explain  how  its  model  was  selected  and  developed;  2) 
to  use  1998  as  a  base  year;  3)  to  use  an  updated  10-year 
average  of  houriy  weather  observation;  and  4)  to  isolate 
delays  caused  by  northwest  wind  conditions  from  delays 
from  other  causes. 


Response 

Sections  1.6  and  1.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
describe  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  measures  of  delay  and  their 
limitations,  including  historical  data  on  delays  at  Logan  Airport 
and  other  major  United  States  airports,  and  discusses  the 
estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays.  Regardless  of  the 
delay  measure  used,  Logan  Airport  has  consistently  been 
one  of  the  most  delayed  airports  in  the  nation,  ranking  sixth  in 
total  delays  and  third  in  arrival  delays  in  1998.  Historically, 
FAA  Opsnet  delays  at  Logan  Airport  peaked  in  1993, 
declined  for  two  years  and  are  nsing  again.  In  fact,  delayed 
flights  at  Logan  Airport,  as  measured  by  the  FAA.  increased 
by  30  percent  in  1998.  Arrival  delays,  which  would  be  directly 
affected  by  Runway  14/32,  have  nsen  steadily  since  1994 
and  now  Logan  Airport  is  the  third.most  delayed  airport  in  the 
United  States  in  terms  of  amving  flights.  Because  the  FAA 
and  U.S.  DOT  delay  statistics  only  record  histoncal  delays, 
the  FAA  requires  delay  modeling  when  evaluating  the  future 
delay  reduction  benefits  of  airport  capital  improvements.  The 
methodology  used  for  the  Airside  Project  provides  a  consistent 
and  systematic  estimate  of  flight  delays  caused  by  constraints 
at  Logan  Airport.  The  analysis  based  on  this  methodology 
indicates  that:  (1)  flight  delays  at  Logan  Airport  remain  a 
significant  problem  and  will  become  worse  overtime  if  no 
action  is  taken  and  (2)  the  Preferred  Alternative  can  provide 
significant  reductions  in  cun-ent  and  future  delay  levels. 

Consistent  with  the  request  made  by  EOEA  in  its  Certificate, 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  delay  and 
environmental  analyses  for  1998  to  reflect  current  conditions 
and  provide  context  to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport. 
However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  appropriate  comparison 
for  assessing  future  year  conditions  and  the  effectiveness  of 
the  Airside  Project,  is  a  comparison  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  A  discussion  of 
cunent  and  historic  conditions  can  be  found  in  Section  4.2  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  methodology  used  for  the  Airside  Project  provides  a 
consistent  and  systematic  estimate  of  flight  delays  caused  by 
constraints  at  Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay 
estimates  than  FAA  modeling.  The  FAA  approved  all  the 
models,  which  have  been  validated  in  previously  published 
studies  of  Logan  Airport.  The  analysis  based  on  this 
methodology  indicates  that:  (1)  flight  delays  at  Logan  Airport 
remain  a  significant  problem  and  will  become  worse  over  time 
if  no  action  is  taken  and  (2)  the  Preferred  Alternative  can 
provide  significant  reductions  in  current  and  future  delay 
levels. 

Comparative  analysis  of  1981  to  1990  weather  with  1989  to 
1998  weather  identified  no  significant  differences  in  statistical 
properties. 

Appendix  I  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  contains  a 
case  study  of  delays  under  northwest  wind  conditions. 
Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  presents 
infomiation  on  delays  under  northwest  wind  conditions  and 
includes  and  analysis  of  northwest  wind  delays  in  1998. 


Letter  14:  MA  State  Representative  Paul  0.  Demakis 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

14.2       Alternatives         Runway  14/32      The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  adequately  consider  alternatives  to 
I  the  oonstajcton  of  Runway  14/32  Massport  should  be  required 

to  consider  [Hanscom  Field,  construction  ol  a  second  major 
'  I  aiipofi  and  peak  penod  pncmg)  belore  being  allowed  to  proceed 

i  !  with  ttie  construction  ol  Runway  14/32. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  speaficalty  considered  the  role  ol  Hanscom  Field  in  the 
analysis  ol  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  whch  seives  as  a 
general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport,  already 
accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft  operations  (183,000 
operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field  activity  includes  private, 
business,  charier,  and  air  taxi  operations  that  might  otherwise  use 
Logan  Airport  Since  the  Aarside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed. 
Shuttle  fvneoca,  a  newly  founded  airline,  began  commercial 
scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offenng  limited  turtxiprop 
sendees  to  short-haul  regional  mai1<ets  -  Trenton,  Buffalo,  Hartford 
(discontinued).  Wilmington,  Delaware  (discontinued),  and 
Greensboro  Shuttle  America  is  also  conducting  operations  between 
Hanscom  and  New  York  LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massporl 
supports  commercial  service  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its 
established  limits  (60  seat  regulation),  Massporl  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  mantain  its  role  as  a  mapr  general  aviation 
reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity  to  Logan, 
Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airporls  will  prevent  Its 
development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally, 
commuter  airlines  serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move  a 
significant  numtier  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to  Hanscom  Field, 
since  approximately  50  percent  of  passengers  on  Logan  Airports 
commuter  flights  connect  to  other  Logan  Airport  flights  and  a 
significant  number  of  passengers  are  travelling  to  Boston.  However, 
any  new  commeraal  sendee  initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  FieW 
shaD  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR  (HGEIR) 
and  Its  /\nnual  Updates,  and  shall  be  considered  by  the 
Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectmen  (HATS).  Refer  to  Section  2.6  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  lor  a  discussion  of  Hanscom  Field. 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  mapr  airport  woukj  require 
ten  to  1 5  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental  review  in 
addition  to  a  multi-year  construction  penod,  this  option  is  not  viewed 
as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast  demand  over  the  next 
20  years.  Service  developments  at  other  surrounding  aiiports, 
including  Manchester,  T.F.  Green/Providence  and 
Worcester  Regional  airports,  preclude  the  need  lor  a  second  major 
airport. 

The  Airside  Propct  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
contain  an  analysis  ol  PPP  as  a  demand  management  alternative  at 
Logan  Airport  Massport  has  devebped  an  action  plan  as  described 
in  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to  address 
overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  Airport 


Letter  14;  MA  State  Representative  Paul  C.  Demakis 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

14.3 


Topic  1 

Analysis 
Assumptions 


Topic  2  Comment 

Planning  Period     The  construction  of  Runway  14/32  is  a  short-term,  "band-aid" 
soluflon  to  the  problem  of  delays  at  Logan.  Massport  lias  no 
plan  for  dealing  wrth  long-term  growth.  Massport  should  be 
required  to  extend  the  planning  period  from  201 0  to  2020  with 
accompanying  revisions  in  projected  levels  of  activity  and 
impact  Massport  should  be  required  to  develop  a  detailed  plan 
to  shift  most  future  growth  in  air  traffic  and  passengers  away 
from  Logan.  This  plan  should  include  specific  goals  and 
measures,  including  a  major  expansion  of  service  and  capacity 
at  other  airports  in  the  region. 


14.4 


Altematives 


Runway  14/32 


Massport  cannot  guarantee  that  Runway  14/32  will  be 
unidirectional.  Massport  should  be  required  to  provide  a 
detailed  analysis  of  all  impacts  of  Runway  14/32  based  on 
the  assumption  it  will  be  bi-directional. 


Response 

/\n  expanded  and  updated  dscussion  of  the  regional  altematives  is 

presented  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Massport 

supports  all  the  planned  improvement  projects  that  will  enhance  the 

attractiveness  of  ttie  regional  airports  as  altematives  to 

Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 

for  a  descnption  of  the  upcoming  New  England  Airports  System 

Study. 

The  alternative  analysis  conforms  to  FAA  and  MEPA  scoping 
directives.  The  impact  of  the  regional  alternatives  has  been 
addressed  through  the  study  of  a  range  of  forecast  activity  levels. 

Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports  and 
high-speed  rail  services,  in  adcition  to  construction  of  Runway  14/32 
and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at  Logan  Airport,  as  a 
comprehensive  plan  for  ensuring  an  efficient  and  balanced  regonal 
transportation  system.  As  the  analysis  in  Chapter  2  indicates,  these 
off-airport  altematives  are  expected  to  reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth 
pressures  at  Logan  Airport,  but  they  vj\\\  not  eliminate  airside  delays 
at  Logan  Airport  that  occur  because  of  a  third  operating  runway 
during  periods  of  northwest  v\nnds.  The  Preferred  Alternative,  vrfiich 
speafically  addresses  this  defiaency,  is  necessary  and  provides 
dear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These  benefits  will  only 
increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at  ttie  regional  airports 
and  high-speed  rail  to  New  Ycxk  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future 
growth  at  Logan  /\irport. 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  (i.e.,  all 
aircraft  arrivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the 
Runway  32  approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from 
the  Runway  14  heading  out  over  Boston  Hartjor).  State 
approval  under  MEPA  and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will 
allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations.  Consistent  with  any 
such  approvals,  Massport  will  light  and  stripe  Runway  14/32 
to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 

Furthermore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is 
within  1 ,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the 
Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable 
FAA  approach  surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby 
precluding  anivals  from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another 
factor  limiting  westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the 
lack  of  available  facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the 
Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow 
maximum  use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit 
operational  impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  strictly 
reinforce  these  important  environmental  benefits,  Massport 
has  designated  the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  on 
Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation  measure.  We  anticipate  that 
any  state  and  federal  approvals  will  also  strictly  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  limitations  intended  for  Runway  14/32. 


Letter  14:  MA  State  Representative  Paul  C.  Demakis 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

14.5       Noise  Mitigation  There  is  inadequate  mitigation  for  the  severe 

environmental  impacts  the  construction  ol  Runway  14/32 
will  have  on  Logan's  neighbors  Massport  should  be 
required  to  develop  additional  mitigation  measures  to 
reduce  the  noise  impacts  on  the  thousands  of  other 
residents  who  will  be  impacted  by  the  new  runway. 


Response 

Chapter  8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  summanzes 
Masspon's  proposed  project-specific  mitigation  program 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  including: 

Runway  14/32  would  be  designed,  constructed,  and  operated 
to  handle  over-water  operations  only  (unidirectional). 
Massport  would  seek  to  construct  Runway  14/32  to  reflect 
unidirectional  use. 

To  the  extent  that  federal  regulations  permit  and  that  funding 
is  available,  the  proposed  sound  insulation  program  will 
include:  (i)  not  only  all  residences  that  fall  within  the 
Preferred  Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour 
when  compared  to  the  Airside  Project's 
No  Action  Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level 
contour,  and  also  (ii)  Massport  and  the  FAA  will  continue  to 
sound  insulate  and  work  to  complete  the  current  2-year 
sound  insulation  program  as  presented  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR.  For  the  eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund 
building  code  upgrades,  to  the  extent  necessary,  to 
implement  sound  insulation  improvements. 

Dunng  the  construction  period  an  extensive  array  of  traffic,  air 
quality  and  noise  mitigation  measures  will  be  employed  to 
mitigate  temporary  construction  impacts. 

A  PRAS  monitonng  system  to  gather  data  and  report  on  the 
actual  achievement  of  PRAS.  The  objective  ol  this  system  is 
to  improve  achievement  of  the  PRAS  goals  and  to  provide  a 
broader  platform  lor  disseminating  of  the  monitoring  results 


Letter  14:  MA  State  Representative  Paul  C.  Demakis 


CHRISTOPHER  G.  FALLON 

^T'^TE  REKReSENTATIVE 
36T„  MIDDLESEX  District 

E-Mail 

«OOM  130.  STATE  HOUSE 
Tn    rF,i7,  722.2396 
fAX  (617)  72?.?8I9 

KEVIN  J  DUFFY 
Chief  of  Staff 


LETTER  15 


ASSISTANT  MA.OR,Tr  LEAOER 

Committees: 
Rules 


April  22,  1999 


hllpy/www.raplallon.ofg 

MAIN  STREET.  MALDEN 
TEL  (7811  321.SS53 
'"AX  (70  1)  32  I -5523 

JACK  V  OEMICOJIAN 
St-NIOR  CiTi^F/-  LliMSON 
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Dear  Secretary  Durand: 
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Assistant  Majority  Leader 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  15 

MA  State  Representative  Christopher  G.  Fallon 


Code     Topic  1 


15.1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


I  believe  that  the  studies  are  inadequate  regarding  the 
possible  effects  of  these  projects.  I  feel  that  Massport  has 
taken  a  'band-aid'  approach  that  does  not  begin  to 
address  the  actual  problems  that  Logan  is  experiencing 
and  will  continue  to  experience  for  the  next  twenty  years. 


Response 

The  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project 
Analysis  evolved  from  prior  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October  1 992);  the  Logan 
Runway  Incursion  Mitigation  Plan/Taxiway  Relocation  Study 
(December  1 993);  the  Logan  Final  GBR  (July  1 993);  and  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Feasibility  Study,  Phase  1 
Report,  published  in  July  1995.  The  FAA  evaluated  a 
numerous  physical,  operational,  and  administrative  concepts 
for  reducing  Logan  Airport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan 
international  Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA 
recommended  several  improvement  concepts,  including 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  for  further  study.  These 
improvement  concepts,  as  well  as  concepts  from  other 
studies,  were  individually  examined  by  !\/lassport  in  the  Logan 
Airside  Feasibility  Study,  published  in  July  1995.  Based  on 
the  Feasibility  study,  some  concepts  were  rejected  and  the 
most  promising  concepts  were  combined  into  the  Altematives 
considered  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EiS/EIR.  The 
altematives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is 
consistent  with  state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for  the 
Airside  Project.  The  results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate 
that  altematives  that  include  unidirectional  Runway  14/32 
provide  the  most  benefit  in  terms  of  delay  reduction  and 
ability  to  achieve  PRAS  goals. 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  mnway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  altematives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
overtime.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 


Letter  15:  MA  State  Representative  Christopher  G.  Fallon 
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Robert  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention:  MEPA  Office 

Arthur  Pugsley  EOEA  No.  #10458 

100  Cambridge  Street  -  20  th  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 


April  16,  1999 


Dear  Secretary  Durand, 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  16 

MA  State  Representative  Kevin  Fitzgerald 


Code 
16.1 


Topic  1 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Topic  2 
MEPA 


Comment 


Massport  should  not  be  allowed  to  take  a  segmented 
approach  to  Logan's  development.  Landside  improvement 
projects  (which  accommodate  ground  passenger 
handling)  and  airside  improvement  projects  ( which 
accommodate  aircraft  handling )  are  inten'elated.  Both 
generate  increased  traffic  and  pollution.  Both  must  be 
included  in  any  planning  document 


16.2       Alternatives        Operational        Massport  must  also  accept  ultimate  responsibility  for 
Restrictions       controlling  passenger  and  cargo  growth. 


Response 

The  purpose  of  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  is  to 
reduce  current  and  projected  levels  of  airfield  congestion  and 
delay  and  to  enhance  the  safety  of  aircraft  operations  at  Logan. 
Massport's  proposed  landside  improvements  are  planned  to 
enhance  the  efficiency  of  passenger  processing,  and  include 
terminal  modernization,  as  well  as  roadway,  parking  and 
service  area  improvements.  The  landside  projects  will  not  affect 
the  design  or  implementation  of  the  Airside  Project,  which  has 
independent  utility,  nor  will  the  Airside  Project  improvements 
affect  the  design  or  implementation  of  any  of  the  landside 
projects.  All  airside  and  landside  projects,  where  required,  will 
continue  to  be  the  subject  of  separate  comprehensive 
environmental  analysis  by  project  proponents  in  accordance 
with  federal  and  state  regulations. 

As  expressed  in  the  May  7, 1999  EOEA  Certificate, 
Massport's  ESPR  (fonnerly  GEIR)  process  "is  expected 
provide  a  big  picture  cumulative  impact  analysis  of  Logan 
operations,  impacts  and  mitigation.  It  complements  the 
project-specific  EIRs,"  such  as  this  one  for  the  Airside 
Improvements,  "helps  to  focus  the  review  process  of 
individual  EIRs,  and  ensures  that  segmented  project  review 
does  not  occur  in  the  context  of  MEPA  review  at  Logan 
Airport." 


Federal  constitutional  provisions,  federal  aviation  statutes  and 
regulations,  and  contractual  provisions  related  to 
Federal  Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  prevent 
Massport  from  any  control  over  airline  rates,  routes,  and 
schedules.  Congress  has  specifically  forbidden 
airport  operators  from  exercising  any  discnminatory  action 
against  any  class  of  airport  users.  Major  factors  in 
airline  competition  are  frequency  of  sen/ice  and  number  of 
markets  served,  and  Massport  has  no  ability  to  force  airlines 
to  consolidate  or  eliminate  flights  to  influence  load  factor  or 
aircraft  size. 


Letter  16:  MA  State  Representative  Kevin  Fitzgerald 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 

The  proiections  o(  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  ol  delays  which  occurred 
during  1993.  The  analysis  lor  1993  was  included  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  histonc  perspective  to 
the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  tor  use  in  model 
calibration  Section  4  6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
includes  delay  and  environmental  analyses  lor  1998  to  reflect 
current  conditions  and  provide  context  to  the  delay  problem  at 
Logan  Airport.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  appropriate 
companson  lor  assessing  future  year  conditions  and  the 
effectiveness  ol  the  Airside  Project  is  a  companson  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Delay  and  environmental  impacts  of  the  Airside  Project  were 
evaluated  under  a  broad  range  of  future  operating  conditions 
at  Logan  Airport  Current  air  traffic  trends  at  Logan  Airport,  as 
descnbed  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  indicate  that  the 
37.5  M  scenano  level  may  not  be  reached  until  2015,  and  the 
45  M  level  may  not  occur  until  2020  or  beyond.  The  planning 
honzon  considered  in  the  airside  analysis  therefore  extends  j 
well  beyond  ten  years. 

Comparative  analysis  of  1981  to  1990  weather  with  1989  to 
1998  weather  identifies  no  significant  differences  in  statistical 
properties. 


1 

1 

i 
1 

Section  4.4  ol  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays.  It 
includes  a  descnption  of  FAA  and  DOT  delay  measures,  the 
limitations  of  those  measures,  an  explanation  of  computer 
models  for  estimating  flight  delays,  and  histoncal  delay  data 
on  delays  at  Logan  Airport  and  other  major  United  States 
airports.  The  FAA  and  DOT  delay  statistics  only  record 
(imprecisely)  historical  delays;  they  cannot  predict 
future  delays. 

16.4 

Noise 

Impacts 

The  plan  sidesteps  the  long-tenn  consequences  of 
increased  air  traffic  over  Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  all  of 
the  sunounding  neighborhoods. 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  indicates  that  the  Preferred 
Alternative  would  promote  runway  use  in  a  manner  that  is 
more  consistent  with  annual  PRAS  goals.  The  PRAS  goals 
were  established  based  on  a  thorough  public  participation 
process  in  response  to  community  noise  concerns. 

The  total  number  of  departures  from  Runway  27  (over 
South  Boston,  Roxbury,  and  Jamaica  Plain)  would  increase, 
but  the  number  of  equivalent  jet  operations  would  remain  the 
same.  The  difference  in  these  communities  would  be  fewer 
nighttime  operations  and  more  daytime  operations  but  the 
same  noise  impacts. 

16.5 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Master  Plan 

Massport  also  does  not  address  the  ultimate  questions  of 

the  limits  to  grovrth  at  Logan.  What  is  the  end  limit  to  the 
number  of  take  offs  and  landings  that  the  airport  can 
handle?  How  many  passengers  can  the  airport  process? 
When  do  they  expect  to  reach  these  limits? 

Federal  constitutional  provisions  (preemption,  commerce 
clause,  equal  protection),  federal  aviation  statutes  and 
regulations,  and  contractual  provisions  related  to  covenants 
in  connection  with  the  federal  Airport  Improvement  Program 
grants  which  Massport  receives  restnct  Massport's  ability  to 
control  the  number  ol  aircraft  operations  at  Logan  Airport. 

Refer  also  to  response  to  Comment  16.3. 

1 


16  3      Analysis  Base  year 

Assumptions 


The  EOEA  and  the  FAA  should  require  Massport  to 
change  the  base  year  in  its  calculations  to  calendar  year 
1998  and  revise  all  presentations  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  to 
rellect  that  They  should  also  extend  the  planning  period 
from  2010  to  2020  and  revise  all  the  projected  levels  of 
activity  accordingly  Outdated  weather  data  should  be 
replaced  with  current  information.  Massport  should  use 
the  FAA's  definition  of  delays. 


Letter  16:  MA  State  Representative  Kevin  Fitzgerald 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


15.6 


Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Airports 


Comment 


We  need  to  explore  a  regional,  comprehenslvG  transportation 
plan.  Such  a  plan  must  include  consideration  of  another  locaton 
for  a  second  airport,  as  well  as  steering  air  traffic  to  Hanscom 
and  Worcester.  As  a  constituent  wrote,  we  also  need  to  divert  air 
travelers  to  the  new  Amtrak  high  speed  tram  (between  Bostoa 
New  York  and  Washington  D.C  We  also  need  to  build  the  North 
South  rail  Link  between  North  and  South  Stations.  Pertiaps  the 
increased  use  of  video  conferencing  can  replace  the  need  for 
some  business  travelers  to  fly  into  Logan. 


16.7       Purpose  and  Delays 
Need 


Massport  needs  to  study  the  reasons  for  ttie  perceived  increase 
in  demand  for  air  traffic  and  find  more  aeattve  alternatives 
besides  building  another  runway. 


Response 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that  includes 
T.F  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester 
Airports. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
speafically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field  in  the  anafysis  of 
regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Held,  which  serves  as  a  general 
aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport,  already  accommodates  a 
significant  number  of  aircraft  operations  (1 83,000  operations  in 
1998).  The  Hanscom  Field  activity  includes  private,  business, 
charter,  and  air  taxi  operations  that  might  otherwise  use 
Logan  Airport.  Since  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed, 
Shuttle  Amenca,  a  newly  founded  airline,  began  commercial 
scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Held,  offering 
Dmited  turtjoprop  services  to  short-haul  regional  markets  -  Tnentoa 
Butfab,  Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington, 
Delaware  (discontinued),  and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is  also 
conducting  operations  between  Hanscom  and  New  York 
LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports  commensal  service  at 
Hanscom  Reld,  consistent  with  its  established  polcy  (60-seat 
regulation),  it  believes  that  Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  rote  as  a 
major  general  aviation  reliever,  and  that  its  geographic  proximity  to 
Logan,  Worcester  Regional  and  Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its 
development  as  a  significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally, 
commuter  airlines  serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  mwe  a 
significant  number  of  flights  fi'om  Logan  Airport  to  Hanscom  Field, 
since  approximately  50  percent  of  passengers  on 
Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to  other  Logan  Airport 
flights.  However,  any  new  commercial  serroe  initiatives  proposed 
for  Hanscom  Field  shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the 
Hanscom  GE/f?  (HGBR),  its  Annual  Updates,  and 
applicable  regulatory  limitations,  and  shall  be  considered  by  the 
Hanscom  Field  Advisory  Committee.  Refer  to  Section  2.6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Hanscom  Field.  The 
environmental  impacts  of  commercial  services  at  Hanscom  Feld 
are  summarized  from  the  HGEIR  and  appear  in  Appendix  B  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would  require 
ten  to  1 5  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental  review,  in 
addition  to  a  multi-year  constmction  period,  this  option  is  not  viewed 
as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast  demand  over  the 
next  20  years.  Service  developments  at  ottier  surrounding  airports, 
including  Manchester  Airport  T.F.  Green/Providence  Airport  and 
Worcester  Regional  Airport,  preclude  the  need  for  a  second  major 
airport. 

Massport  holds  a  seat  on  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  of 
ttTe  MBTA's  North-South  Rail  Link  Project  The  CAC  met  monflTfy 
and  provided  a  fonim  for  Massport  and  tiie  MBTA  to  coordnate 
tiieir  ridership  estimates  and  assessments  of  the  relationship  of  the 
North-South  Rail  Link  on  airport  access  and  airport  usage.  To  date, 
the  Nort^South  Rail  Link  Project  has  not  received  funding  and  will 
not  impact  Logan  Airport  over  the  study  time  frame.  Should  ttie 
North-South  Rail  Link  be  constructed,  rssulting  passenger 
diversions  from  Logan  Airport  to  rail  could  reach  46,700  annual 
passengers,  or  less  than  one-hatf  of  one  percent  of  Logan  Airport's 
total  annual  ti^ffic.  The  acceptance  of  videoconferencing  and  other 
means  of  telecommunications  by  buanesses  as  a  substitute  for  air 
travel  is  largely  dependent  upon  the  quality  of  the  available 
technology  and  private  sector  decisions  outside  flie  authority  of  FAA 
and  Massport.  Massport  encourages  such  initiatives  from  state 
government  and  others. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  16. 5  and  16.6 


Letter  16;  MA  State  Representative  Kevin  Fitzgerald 


I 


PATRICIA  JEHLEN 

30TH  MIDDLESEX  DISTRICT 
ROOM  275.  STATE  HOUSE 

Office  Tel.  (617)  722  2678 
Fax  (617)  722-2048 
E-Mail:  Rap.PatriciaJehl«iOhou8«.«taf«.m«.u« 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
ST ATE  HOUSE.  BOSTON  02 1 33- 1 054 

LETTER  17 


ADMINISTRATIVE  ASSISTANT 
MAGGI  CARRELX) 


67  DANE  STREET 
SOMERVIULE.  MA  02 1 43 
HOME  Tet^ce  1 7)  666-9479 


March  29,  1999 


Robert  Durand,  Secretary 

MEPA  Unit  -  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100CambndgeSt.,20thnoor  ^^nairs 
Boston  MA  02202 
attn:  Arthur  Pugsley 

Dear  Secretary  Durand, 

wanting  to  fiy  .nto  Boston^My  uTder^iaSd^^  ^'"'^^  P^^P'^ 

.he  scheduling  of  Hights  a  Jo'm^ntf^w^^^^^  t^^-  '"^°"-S>"8 

build  II,  they  -  small  aircraft  -  will  come  passengers.  In  other  words,  if  you 

.nc^L'rs:';s°pSst 

regional  solutions,  induing  oK't^i^r^aSTrail     "  P'=«^ 

mif  tL'st^Tes^lr^ilrrtrcSfTS^  "'^"'^      ''""^  ""-I  '-ffc.  Better 

resolve  this  problei^i.  ™  "'S*"^ '°  or  Worcester,  could  help 


Sincerely  , 


17.1 

17.2 

17.3 
17.4 


to 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  17 

MA  State  Representative  Patricia  Jehlen 


Code     Topic  1 


17.1 


Purpose  and 
Need 


Topic  2 

Delays 


Comment 


Increased  demand  could  be  accommodated  by  changing 
from  smaller  to  larger  airplanes  to  carry  the  traffic.  This 
would  lead  to  less  pollution,  less  noise,  and  fewer  delays, 
without  increasing  the  number  of  flights. 


17.2       Alternatives        Runway  14/32 


Building  Runway  14-32  would  encourage  the  scheduling 
of  flights  accommodating  fewer  than  50  passengers. 


Response 

Federal  constitutional  provisions,  federal  aviation  statutes  and 
regulations,  and  contractual  provisions  related  to 
Federal  Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  prevent 
Massport  from  any  control  over  airline  rates,  routes,  and 
schedules.  Congress  has  specifically  forbidden 
airport  operators  from  exercising  any  discnminatory  action 
against  any  class  of  airport  users.  Major  factors  in 
airline  competition  are  frequency  of  service  and  number  of 
markets  sen/ed,  and  Massport  has  no  ability  to  force  airlines 
to  consolidate  or  eliminate  flights  to  influence  load  factor  or 
aircraft  size. 

Refer  to  Section  8.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  ways  the  unidirectional  restriction  can  be 
enforced.  Small  aircraft  can  be  accommodated  on  any 
runway  configuration  at  Logan  Airport.  Runway  14/32  would 
simply  allow  Logan  Airport  to  maintain  its  full  VFR  capacity  in 
northwest  wind  conditions  and  will  not  provide  a  new 
capability  to  accommodate  small  aircraft,  nor  should  it 
encourage  additional  investment  in  this  type  of  equipment. 

Since  Aviation  Deregulation  in  1979,  airlines  have  been  free 
to  select  their  own  markets,  schedules  and  equipment  without 
Federal,  State  or  local  intervention.  Major  factors  in  airline 
competition  are  frequency  of  service  and  number  of  markets 
served.  Airlines  schedule  flights  and  select  aircraft  types 
based  on  profitability,  not  ainway  characteristics  at  a  single 
airport  in  the  network. 


Letter  17:  MA  State  Representative  Patricia  Jehlen 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

17.3 


Topic  1 

Regonal 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Ajiports. 
Passenger  Rail 


Comment 


'  ...  Massport  should  explore  the  many  cheaper  and  more 
environmentally  sound  ways  to  increase  the  number  ol 
passengers  using  Logan.  I  also  urge  you  to  consider  plans  lor 
regional  soluttons,  including  other  airports  and  rail. 


17.4 


Ground 
Transportation 


Access  to 
Logan  Aiiport 


Delays  at  Logan  result  not  only  from  delayed  flights  but  from 
tunnel  traffic.  Better  mass  transit  access,  or  diversion  of  some 
flights  to  Hanscom  or  Worcester,  could  help  resolve  tfiis 
problem. 


Response 

Tfie  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project  Analysis 
evolved  from  prior  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan  Capaaty 
Enhancement  Plan  (October  1 992);  the  Logan  Runway  Incursion 
Mitigation  PlarVT amay  Relocation  Study  (December  1 993);  the 
Logan  Final  GBR  (July  1 993);  and  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements 
Feasibility  Study,  Phase  1  Report,  published  in  July  1995.  The  FAA 
evaluated  a  numerous  physical,  operational,  and  administrative 
concepts  for  reducing  Logan  Aiiport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan 
International  Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA 
recommended  several  improvement  concepts,  including 
umdirectonal  Runway  14/32,  for  further  study.  These  improvement 
concepts,  as  well  as  concepts  from  other  studies,  were  individually 
examined  by  Massport  in  the  Logan  Airside  Feasibility  Study, 
published  in  July  1995.  Based  on  the  Feasibility  study,  some 
concepts  were  rejected  and  the  most  promising  concepts  were 
combined  into  the  Alternatives  considered  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR.  The  alternatives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  is  consistent  wnth  state  and  federal  scoping  directives 
for  the  Airside  Prqecl  The  results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate 
tfiat  alternatives  that  indude  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  provide 
the  most  benefit  in  terms  of  delay  reduction  and  ability  to  achieve 
PRAS  goals. 

The  alternative  analysis  confoims  to  FAA  and  MEPA  scoping 
directives.  The  impact  of  the  regional  alternatives  has  been 
addressed  through  the  study  of  a  range  of  forecast  activity  levels. 
Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside  Prqed  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive  discusaon  of 
regional  alternatives. 

Massport  advocates  increased  use  of  the  regional  airports  and 
high-speed  rail  services,  in  additon  to  constajclion  of  Runway  14/32 
and  the  other  airside  improvement  projects  at  Logan  Airport,  as  a 
comprehensive  plan  for  ensuring  an  efficient  and  balanced  regional 
transportation  system.  As  the  analysis  in  Chapter  2  indicates,  these 
off-airport  alternatives  are  expected  to  reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth 
pressures  at  Logan  Airport,  but  they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays 
at  Logan  Airport  that  occur  because  of  a  third  operating  runway 
during  periods  of  northwest  winds.  The  Preferred  /Alternative,  which 
specifically  addresses  this  defiaency,  is  necessary  and  provides 
dear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These  tjenefits  will  only 
increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at  the  regional  arports 
and  high-speed  rail  to  New  York  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future 
growth  at  Logan  Aiiport. 

Innplementation  of  the  Preferred  /Mtemative  would  not  increase 
capaaty,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  seiies  of  defoendes  in  the 
airfield  geometry  and  operation.  Massport's  plans  to  handle  the 
giDund  access  requirements  of  future  passenger  levels  are 
discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and 
its  subsequent  EDR  (Annual  Updates). 
Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  tfiat  indudes 
T.F.  Green'Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  service 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports  are 
an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term  strategy  to  accommodate 
passenger  and  activity  growth.  Massport  has  actively  encouraged 
the  development  of  regional  airports  and  use  of  other  options, 
induding  high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  mari<eL 
New  York.  Regional  sen/ice  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the 
Airside  Prqect  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
This  analysis  supports  the  condusion  that  greater  use  of  the 
regional  airports  will  provide  passengers  v#iin  the  service  area  of 
such  airports  with  a  viable  altematrve  to  Logan  /^rport.  Since 
demand  v*in  Logan  Airport's  primary  service  area  will  remain 
strong,  the  improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will  not  eliminate 
the  need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  17:  MA  State  Representative  Patricia  Jehlen 


MASSACHUSETTS  SENATE 

STATE  HOUSE.  BOSTON  02,33-,053 


SENATOR  STEPHEN  F.  LYNCH 
f^'fST  Sli»-f-olk  District 
STATE  HOUSE.  Room  *2« 
Tel.  (6171  722.,  ISO 
^•ax  «JI 7)  722  2191 


April  12,  1999 


LETTER  18 


COMMITTEES 
(Cmajrman) 

Wats  aixo  Meaais 
Education 

PUBUC  SERVICE 

CouivnEs 
ETHICS 


Secretary  Robert  A  Durand 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Unit,  Arthur  PugsJey,  EOEA  No  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street,  20^  Hoor  -^ino.  IU45S 

Boston,  MA  02202 

RE:  MEPA  Project  Number:  EOEA  No.  10458 
Dear  SccrcLarjr  Durand: 


Safety  Issues 

^'^r^:^^^i^y^r  ^"^-^  ^^^^  ™  ^= 

experienced  the  era*  of  an  XSie  onT.  T  *^  co^nunity 
destroyed,  the  pilot  kiUed  ^nd  T^L^n       f"^'  ^^^"^  Monies  wer= 

^ddiUon,  another  indder^t  ^^T^Xced^t^'  °'  """" 
an  engine  fell  off  an  aircraft  ar,d  landed  nL^S^  Dorehester  when 

^vich  as  these  remind  the  ncighbo;hoodr„f  t"'^°P'"^'  =ld"ly.  Indderits 

dangers  presented  by  overhead Sr^aft  ""^        "=dudng  the 
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Health  Concerns 

Physidans  and  public  hc^ch^ffid     7^SZ      r,™™'  ^'""^^ 
reler,d„s  noise  a.sodatcd  Jo^  otrl^l  ^"""'/T"  "'^^'^  '^^"'^  '^g"dir,g 
impaas  the  health  of  local  rJdLs  '"""^  "'^'^  ^^""^^^  adversely 

Although  no.sc  pollution  has  a  major  effect  on  thclive,  of 

-port,  it     not  the  only  health  nU  lnvot:d    M   sport  Z  P^^f'^^'S^^-"? 
attempt  to  n.easuxe  the  Wei  of  air  poUutron  -odated''rtl!'u,c°e:Xel'L~'^' 

Roxbury  all  contend  with  unusually  Mfh  inHH        ,  .""'^  D°^d,e5ter  and 

Recently,  1  fled  legislation^  ^s  fof,.    ,        I.^^T?  ^^^"1'  P^Wems. 

on  surroundmg  co™>urJ^„  t^.t^://"'''^^^ 

Public  sidy  oft^^^act.  of  ln      ,  ^       ^^'"'■•"^  ^  « 

of  Environmental  HL;  Z^,S;j:;r"™^  """'^  bureau 

an   enviromncntal   risk  assessment   of  .  .^^^^^ 

conunumties.    More  soedficl.v  "'^  '"'P^?"        ^=  -^Port  on  the 

disease  and  cancer  in  tlfese  co^u^u^  as  wTaTotl     ,  "f.'"*"^  °' 

can  ascertain  the  affects  of  tite  airTrt  on  TJ^  ""^  Problems.  Until  we 

it  is  dar^gcrous  to  allow  any  furt^r^:?sion  "^5^™'  ' 

Traffic  Issues 

trudc  routes  have  been  <^at^dT  divert  T  T^'^'^""^  ^ulc  spedfic 

passenger  cars  have  continued  otLets^retdtti^""  °"  neighborhood  streets, 
to  the  highway  system    To  date  ^erP  h?  '""^f      communities  as  a  cut-through 

plan  proposed'  ^itis  ^^^:ftZ^Zl^Z:ToTZtSf■'  ""'^^  °^  ^  '^'^S-- 
on  the  ndghborhoods  is  shortsighted  a^"pecSu,.  °'  ""^^^ 

e'^4o^mLt'^The^°MaLorsh^/"^  ^^"^"^'^  '^'^-P^'-  °f  °- 
airports  before  looKng  to  cxpandTogt  °f  -8^°"^ 
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MEPaTS;  It^/""  ^""^  ti^e  opponunity  to  comment  on  this  matter.  I  ur.e  the 
JYiti  A  Umt  of  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  to  keen  the.e  iJ 
mmd  as  you  consider  this  doaimem.  Thank  you  for  your  onsideradon    If      ''^  " 
o^further  asjj^istance.  please  contact  my  office.  consideration.  If  I  can  be 

rely. 


OTPriEN  F.  LVyCH 

itatc  Senator 


)Fiycp 


Co« 


1% 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  18 

MA  State  Senator  Stephen  F.  Lynch 


Code     Topic  1 

18.1  Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Runway  Use 


Comment 


18.2 


Public  Health      Health  Effects 


18.3 


Ground 
Transportation 


Access  to 
Logan 


The  flight  paths  of  Logan  Airport  already  present  serious 
safety  concerns  for  the  residents  of  its  surrounding 
communities.  [There  is  a]  need  for  reducing  the  dangers 
presented  by  overhead  aircraft. 


Increased  air  traffic  will  lead  to  more  air  pollution  and 
vanous  upper  respiratory  problems  including  asthma.  The 
neighborhoods  of  South  Boston.  Dorchester  and  Roxbury 
all  contend  with  unusually  high  incidents  of  these  types  of 
health  problems.  Until  we  can  ascertain  the  affects  of  the 
airport  on  its  neighbonng  communities,  I  believe  that  it  is 
dangerous  to  allow  any  further  expansion  at  Logan. 

Further  development  of  Logan  International  Airport  will 
attract  an  increased  number  of  vehicular  traffic  to  our 
neighborhood  streets.  Passenger  cars  have  continued  to 
use  these  residential  communities  as  a  cut-through  to  the 
highway  system.  To  date  there  has  not  been  a  traffic 
study  or  a  mitigation  plan  proposed. 


Massport  should  seriously  consider  the  resources  of 
regional  airports  before  looking  to  expand  Logan. 


Response 

The  first  goal  of  the  FAA  and  Massport  is  always  to  provide 
safe  air  transportation.  Logan  Airport  has  a  tightly  controlled 
system  of  flight  tracks  and  procedures  to  prevent  aircraft 
accidents.  Runway  14/32  and  the  other  proposed  Airside 
improvements  are  designed  to  enhance  safety  and  efficiency 
of  traffic  operations  in  the  air  and  on  the  ground.  The  mnway 
will  segregate  smaller  aircraft  and  reduce  congestion  during 
northwest  wind  conditions,  reducing  the  possibility  of 
mistakes  and  potential  for  accidents. 

Public  health  is  discussed  in  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  Dispersion  modeling  for  the  air  quality  analysis 
indicates  no  violation  of  the  NAAOS,  which  were  designed  to 
protect  human  health  and  welfare. 


The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  aircraft 
operation  or  passenger  demand  for  ground  access  services, 
since  the  project  will  not  induce  additional  passenger 
demand.  Refer  to  the  Logan  Airportl 994/95  GBR  which 
includes  Massport's  Ground  Access  Management  Plan  and 
forecasted  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled  for  the  37.5  million  and 
45  million  passenger  levels  that  were  studied  in  the 
Airside  Project  analysis. 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that 
service  development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  use  of  other  options,  including 
high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market.  New  York. 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis  supports  the  conclusion  that 
greater  use  of  the  regional  airports  will  provide  passengers 
within  the  sen/ice  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable 
alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within 
Logan  Airport's  primary  service  area  will  remain  strong,  the 
improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the 
need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan  Airport. 


REPRESENTATIVE 
LiZ  MALIA 

'  ITh  SuFFO;.k:  OlSTBiCT 

ROOM  540.  STATE  MOUSE 
Tel.  (0  171  722-2090 
(617)722-2706 
nep.LlzMalla©state.ma.us 


^iatc  ^niis£,  ^nsfmr  02133-1054 

LETTER  19 


April  22.  1999 


Commirtec  on: 
SCIENCE  ana  TEC  Hnology 

PERSONNEL  Bnd.ADf„NISTHAT.Or. 
COUNTIES 

LECISl^Tivi:  AiQG 
KAREN  VAN  KOOr 


Arthur  Pugsley 
MEPA  Unit 

Executive  Office  of  EnviromnentaJ  Affairs 
lUU  Cambndgc  Street,  20th  floor 
Boston  MA  02202 


Karon.  VanKooyOitate. 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley; 


Masspon  .0  justiiy  thc^r  request  is  q"  sbCblet  t  "^'^^  '^'^ 

more  questions  than  ,t  answers.     '  ^==<^^^y.  and  i„  fact  raises  many 

The  transportation  needs  of  New  Fr^hn,!  ,„j  .l 

ccopiex  and  should  be  addressed  b  atl^A     ^"''^  =>^=m=Iy 

mtentioned.  Masspcrfs  ttew  ^taTprop^f  f'"'  T'"''^ 

solutions  to  those  needs.  Tte^Sn  o?^f  °"  of  offering  any  substanttal 

expanstonofanalready  tooTargeaton^-^^rT^^^  19  1 

impossible  to  beUevet^atresSSfeS.r     T'^'""''*''''"^'^^^^  " 
effect  on  residents  in  the  imt^Se"  d  s^tr.-         """"  ^  ^^^'^o- 

;o^ort.asrnade.th.srepo„toretTrn^~^^^^^^ 

elected  official  wtth  an  extremely  div^^e  dTsScTf  '"^^ '°  completion.  As  an 

-.onsibic  of  tne  to  not  ^^^^^  ^^>^^^:^::;^z:::T' 

udve  aii  nad  an  opportunity 


to  both  study  alternatives  and  answer  the  many  health  and  public  safety  questions  that 
have  been  raised. 


I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  express  my  concerns  and  thoughts  in  this  matter  Thank 
you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 


Sincerely, 

LK  MALIA 

State  Rjcprcscntative 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  19 

MA  State  Representative  Liz  IVIalia 


Code     Topic  1 

19.1  Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


Comment 


The  addition  of  a  new  mnway  at  Logan  will  only 
encourage  the  expansion  of  an  already  too  large  airport  in 
a  too  dense  urtian  neighborhood.  It  is  impossible  to 
believe  that  resulting  noise  and  air  quality  issues  won't 
have  a  disastrous  effect  on  residents  in  the  immediate 
and  sunounding  communities. 


19.2 


Ground 
Transportation 


Access  to 
Logan 


I  am  also  alarmed  that  no  effort  was  made  in  this  report  to 
measure  the  impact  of  increased  road  and  ground  traffic. 


Response 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  that  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenario,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  emissions  inventories  for  future  conditions  and  alternatives 
are  contained  in  Section  6.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
These  inventories  show  that  all  Alternatives,  including  the  Build 
and  No-Build  Alternatives,  are  well  within  acceptable  cnteria.  In 
addition,  dispersion  modeling  indicates  no  violation  of  the 
NAAQS  for  the  pollutants  analyzed  (CO,  NO  and  PMio)  under 
any  alternative  and  future  year. 

The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  aircraft 
operation  or  passenger  demand  for  ground  access  sen/ices, 
since  the  project  will  not  induce  additional  passenger 
demand.  Refer  to  the  Logan  Airportl 994/95  GEIR  which 
includes  Massport's  Ground  Access  Management  Plan  and 
forecasted  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled  for  the  37.5  million  and 
45  million  passenger  levels  that  were  studied  in  the 
Airside  Project  analysis. 


Letter  19:  MA  State  Representative  Liz  Malia 


II 


SENATOR  MICHAEL  W.  MORRISSEY 
Norfolk  ano  Plymouth  District 
Room  4130 

Tel.  617-722-1494 
Fax  6 1 7-722- loss 
E-Mail:  MMomssOsenate.state.nia.us 


COMMONWEAI_TH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

MASSACHUSETTS  SENATE 

STATE  HOUSE.  BOSTON  02133-1053 


LETTER  20 


rOMMfTTEES: 

Government  Regulations 
(Chair) 

Ways  and  Means 
Natural  Resources  and 

Agriculture 
Transportation 

REDISTRicting  (Vice-Chair) 


April  14,  1999 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-  EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20*  Floor 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 


Report  /oEml'^fn^V^'^'  ^°  ^^^^^^  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

^d^anin^dm^^^^^^^  ^'--^  ^-J-  After  .viewing  tSrDElR 

at  Logan  Ai^,ort.  ^  ^  ^  "^"'"^  ^°  °PP«^^      P^°P°s«d  runway  14/32 

T        I—f  7'"'^'^^'^  ^"'^  ^'^^  Environmental  Impact  Statement  fDEIS^  for  the 

reXftC^'tiZrT"^.^ ''^""'"^  -  incomp  Je  docum  m  ^^^^  be 

sing I993       base  reartndTh  ""^^^'^         "^^  ^"-^  were  out  o  ^d  e,  20.1 

Airside  de  ay  Ld    (DELA^  of  the  current  situation.  For  instance,  the 

the  effect.  J n  M       T'r       ^        ^^^''^  "^^^^^^  observations  from  1981-1990  Due  to 
five  y?^s^^^^^^^  ^.^  """^  ^'^f  have  changed  significantly  within  he  ?ast 

0  yeravfra.^  T^^^^^^       "  ^^'^"^^       ^^^^^  should  construct  and  use  a  new 

devel^eH  r  contradictions  in  the  calculations  of  delays  as  well  Massport 

Ad^ln^^oTcr^^^^^^^^  A^or  20.2 

has  improved  by  decrias^^g  by  3!'ZZ:t'y^' '''''  ''"^^'^^ 

The  prob^mfof  pa'rk^^^^^^  of  other  sources  of  delay  that  plague  Logan  Airport.  « 

Logan  quickly  and  i^^^^^  ""''T'^  '""'^  ^°  ^^"'"^  P^°P'^  °f  ^ 

dramatic  inc  e^es  in      .eno        a  ^  '^^^'^^  ^'^^  the  forecasted 

claim  Ire^are^aL'  o^^^r^^^^^^^^^^^^  "P- ^^^^^^^ 

increase  in  passengers  there  will  h!T'    h  f  ''^  ^^"^  .mproved,  but  with  the  projected 

orevioudv  m7nt      ?  /         "^^'^      '"^^  improvements  down  the  road.  The 

previously  mentioned  issues  should  have  been  studied  as  well,  to  see  how  much  of  an  impact  on 


delays  they  actually  have.  When  addressing  the  problem  of  delays,  the  whole  operation  of  Logan 
needs  to  be  taken  into  consideration,  not  just  the  weather. 

r,.n«.     Mn?^-I?  '°  o<'^'temative  plans  in  additional  to  the  proposed 

runway  14/32.  There  ,s  no  mention  of  the  impact  of  using  several  regional  airports  to  relieve 
some  of  the  traffic  flowing  into  Logan  Airport  from  across  the  state.  Many  citizens  from  the 
central  and  southeastern  parts  of  the  state  drive  hours  to  get  to  Logan  when  there  are  airports  with 
the  potential  to  be  competent  air  service  providers  within  a  half-hour  or  less  In  Worcester 
Hyannis,  and  New  Bedford  there  are  airstrips,  that  with  improvements  could  provide  the  st^te 
with  the  regional  air  transportation  it  needs.  However,  the  DEIR  did  not  mention  these  regional 
airports  and  the  impact  they  would  have  on  Logan,  particularly  in  the  area  of  delays. 

th.r.  h.^""  ^'.7o^f  ''"P^°^^';'f  ^  i"  to  delay  at  Ugan  Airport.  As  mentioned  earlier 

I^Z  ,1        "  ^fi'^?'^.'"  ^'^■'y^  FAA  has  further  reported  that 

1998  delays  were  ]8%lowerthan  1993  levels,  this  information  was  not  included  in  the  DEIR 
Tliese  reductions  in  delays  occurred  without  the  implementation  of  any  airside  improvements' 
T^e  thought  of  constructing  the  new  ninway  to  reduce  weather-related  delays  actually  has  the 
effect  of  mcreasmg  the  all-weather  capacity  of  the  airport;  thus  allowing  for  additional  aircraft 
operat.oris.  M^sport  officials  have  said  this  is  a  short-term  solution.  The  DEIR  makes  no  lone- 
term  analysis  of  growth  and  delay  problems  at  Logan,  ending  its  analysis  at  the  year  2010  By 
that  date  with  the  new  runway,  and  use  of  its  proposed  regional  alternatives,  Massport  still 
projects  delays  to  have  increased  by  39,000  hours  annually.  The  Commonwealth  needs  a  long- 
term  soUition  we  can  not  go  through  this  same  situation  ten  years  down  the  road;  we  need  to  plan 
for  the  future  of  the  Commonwealth  now.  ^ 

My  constituents  have  their  own  concerns  about  the  construction  of  the  new  runway 
Several  people  were  outraged  that  taxpayers  dollars  were  f\inding  the  publicity  campaign  in  favor 
of  the  new  runway,  when  most  people  are  opposed.  Many  people  feel  that  Massport  is  resorting 
to  a  divide  and  conquer  strategy  when  dealing  with  surrounding  communities.  Brstressing  to 
communities  that  they  will  see  a  reduction  and  pitting  them  against  the  other  communities  that 
will  see  an  increase,  in  order  to  gather  enough  support  for  the  proposal  to  pass. 

Crther  constituents  do  not  trust  Massport  and  see  this  runway  as  a  way  to  increase  the 
number  of  aircraft  coming  and  going  at  Logan  and  ultimately  increasing  the  noise  over  their 
neighborhoods.  TTiis  is  in  no  way  a  case  of  "not  in  my  backyard";  these  people  have  lived  with 
Logan  for  over  23  years,  they  simply  can  not  take  any  more.  Massport  has  talked  about 
soundproofing  the  areas  that  receive  the  most  noise  pollution.  Did  they  think  about  how  many 
homes  that  will  include?  Tlus  does  not  seem  feasible  and  even  if  it  is.  this  does  not  resolveTe 
problem  when  people  want  to  use  their  backyards  or  when  the  windows  are  open. 

I  na.n^I      ^""ka^  ^^u  '^  ^  ""^H  ""^^^'^^^  issues  pertaining  to  the  proposed  runway  14/32 
at  Logan  Aiyort.  Many  things  were  left  out  of  Massport's  DEIR  that  are  pertinent  to  the 
discussion  of  Uie  new  runway.  Citizens  of  the  Commonwealth  deserve  all  the  facts  since  the 
decision  will  be  effecting  their  daily  lives.  There  was  not  enough  exploration  into  supporting  the 
regional  airports  and  making  them  alternate  locations  for  air  service.  We  should  spread  the  aLess 
and  the  noise  that  goes  with  it,  around  the  region,  not  just  around  Boston.  Hiis  will  solve  several 
problems  at  once^  nie  delay  and  congestion  issues  will  be  improved  by  diverting  travelers  to 
other  airports.  ITie  residents  surrounding  the  airport  will  get  a  slight  break  with  a  reduction  in 
noise  from  aircraft  flying  over  their  homes.  In  addition,  travelers  that  live  far  from  Boston  will 
have  closer  alternatives  with  possible  cheaper  prices. 


I 


I  respecrfully  request  that  you  reject  Massport's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  and 
solicit  a  more  complete  study  of  the  proposed  plan.  This  matter  needs  to  be  studied  from  all 
angles  using  up-to-date  data  in  order  to  project  what  ftinjre  situations  might  hold  Your 
consideration  of  this  matter  is  greatly  appreciated.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  need  additional 
intormation,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  at  my  office. 


Michael  W.  Morrissey 
Senator  Norfolk  and  PI 


louth  District 
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MA  State  Senator  Michael  W.  Morrissey 


Code 

20.1 


Topic  1 

Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 


Topic  2 


Comment 


20.2 


Base  Year 


The  data  and  studies  used  to  project  the  necessity  of  the 
new  runway  were  out-of-date,  using  1993  as  a  base  year 
and  therefore  unreflective  of  the  current  situation.  For 
instance,  the  Airside  delay  model  (DELAYSIM)  used 
hourly  weather  observations  from  1981-1990.  Due  to  the 
effects  of  El  Nino  and  La  Nina  the  weather  patterns  have 
changed  significantly  within  the  last  five  years  and  this 
information  is  no  longer  relevant.  The  study  should 
construct  and  use  a  new  10-year  average. 


Delay  ;  Model  There  are  contradictions  in  the  calculations  of  delays  as 

well.  Massport  developed  their  own  model  for  estimating 
delay,  rather  than  using  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  {FAA)-approved  SIMMOD  model. 


20.3      Ground  Access  to  The  DEIR  does  not  include  studies  of  ether  sources  of 

Transportation     Logan  Airport      delay  that  plague  Logan  Airport.  The  problems  of  parking 

and  ground  access  are  cntical  issues  to  getting  people  in 
and  out  of  Logan  quickly  and  efficiently...  with  the 
projected  increase  in  passengers  there  will  be  a  need  for 
more  improvements  down  the  road.  When  addressing  the 
problem  of  delays,  the  whole  operation  of  Logan  needs  to 
be  taken  into  consideration,  not  just  the  weather. 


Response 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred 
dunng  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the 
Arside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historic  perspective  to 
the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model 
calibration.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
includes  delay  and  environmental  analyses  for  1998  to  reflect 
cun-ent  conditions  and  provide  context  to  the  delay  problem  at 
Logan  Airport.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  appropnate 
comparison  for  assessing  future  year  conditions  and  the 
effectiveness  of  the  Airside  Project  is  a  companson  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Comparative  analysis  of  1981  to  1990  weather  with  1989  to 
1998  weather  identifies  no  significant  differences  in  statistical 
properties. 


Chapter  4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays 
used  in  the  Airside  Project.  Chapter  1  and  Appendix  C 
include  a  description  of  measures  used  by  FAA  and 
U.S.  DOT  to  calculate  delay,  the  limitations  of  those 
measures,  an  explanation  of  computer  models  for  estimating 
flight  delays,  and  histoncal  delay  data  at  Logan  Airport  and 
other  major  United  States  airports. 


The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  aircraft 
operation  or  passenger  demand  for  ground  access  services, 
since  the  project  will  not  induce  additional  passenger 
demand.  Refer  to  the  Logan  Airportl 994/95  GEIR  which 
includes  Massport's  Ground  Access  Management  Plan  and 
forecasted  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled  for  the  37.5  million  and 
45  million  passenger  levels  that  were  studied  in  the 
Airside  Project  analysis. 

Massport  has  implemented  an  aggressive  airport  access 
program  designed  to  increase  the  use  of  public  transport 
modes  and  decrease  the  reliance  on  private  automobiles  to 
access  Logan  Airport,  The  impact  of  the  passenger  activity 
levels,  used  in  the  Airside  Project  documents,  on  ground 
access  patterns  was  studied  and  reported  in  previous  GEIRs. 
The  GEIR  analysis  indicates  that  the  projected  growth  can  be 
accommodated  by  Logan  Airport. 

In  addition.  Section  2.7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
discusses  the  proposed  MBTA  improvements  in  transit 
access  to  Logan  Airport.  Ground  access  and  mass  transit 
access  to  Logan  Airport  was  also  discussed  in  the 
Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR.  The  7999  ESPR  was  filed  on 
December  15, 2000. 
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Code     Topic  1 

20.4  Regional 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 

The  DEIR  also  lailed  to  include  studies  o(  alternative 
plans  in  additional  to  the  proposed  runway  14/32.  There  is 
no  mention  of  the  impact  o(  using  several  regional  airports 
to  relieve  some  o(  the  traffic  (lowing  into  Logan  Airport 
from  across  the  state. 


20.5       Purpose  and  Delays            There  have  been  improvements  in  regard  to  delay  at 

Need  Logan  Airport  As  mentioned  earlier  there  has  been  a  36% 

^  decrease  in  delays  from  1993  to  1997.  The  FAA  has 

j  further  reported  that  1998  delays  were  18%  lower  than 

:  1993  levels,  this  information  was  not  included  in  the  DEIR. 


20.6     '  Analysis  Planning 

Assumptions/  Period 
Methodologies 


The  DEIR  makes  no  long-term  analysis  of  growth  and 
delay  problems  at  Logan,  ending  its  analysis  at  the  year 
2010.  By  that  date,  with  the  new  runway,  and  use  of  its 
proposed  regional  alternatives,  Massport  still  projects 
delays  to  have  increased  by  39,000  hours  annually.  The 
Commonwealth  needs  a  long-term  solution  we  can  not  go 
through  this  same  situation  ten  years  down  the  road. 


Response 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
l^^anchester  airports.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that 
semce  development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  use  of  other  options,  including 
high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market.  New  York. 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  This  analysis  supports  the  conclusion  that 
greater  use  of  the  regional  airports  will  provide  passengers 
within  the  service  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable 
alternative  to  Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within 
Logan  Airport's  primary  sen/ice  area  will  remain  strong,  the 
improvements  at  other  regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the 
need  for  airside  projects  at  Logan  Airport. 

As  the  analysis  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
indicates,  these  off-airport  alternatives  are  expected  to 
reduce  aircraft  traffic  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport,  but 
they  will  not  eliminate  airside  delays  at  Logan  Airport  that 
occur  because  a  third  operating  runway  is  not  available 
dunng  penods  of  northwest  winds.  The  Preferred  Alternative, 
which  specifically  addresses  this  deficiency,  is  necessary  and 
provides  clear  benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as 
developments  at  the  regional  airports  and  high-speed  rail  to 
New  York  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  grovirth  at 
Logan  Airport. 

The  FAA  consistently  rates  Logan  Airport  as  one  of  the  most 
delay  prone  airports  in  the  United  States.  Logan  Airport's 
estimated  annual  delay  hours  are  over  five  times  the  FAA's 
threshold  of  20,000  hours  for  a  severely  delayed  airport.  Refer 
also  to  response  to  Comment  85.4. 

FAA  Opsnet  delays  at  Logan  Airport  peaked  in  1993, 
declined  for  two  years  and  are  rising  again.  Arrival  delays, 
which  would  be  directly  affected  by  Runway  14/32,  have  nsen 
steadily  since  1994.  In  fact,  Logan  Airport  is  the  second  most 
delayed  airport  in  the  nation  for  amvals 

Delay  and  environmental  impacts  of  the  Airside  Project  were 
evaluated  under  a  broad  range  of  cun-ent  and  future  activity 
levels  at  Logan  Airport.  Current  air  traffic  trends  at 
Logan  Airport,  as  described  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
indicate  that  the  37.5  M  level  may  not  be  reached  until  2015, 
and  the  45  M  level  may  not  occur  until  2020  or  beyond.  The 
planning  horizon  considered  in  the  airside  analysis  therefore 
extends  well  beyond  ten  years.  Refer  also  to  response  to 
Comment  20.4. 
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Code 

20.7 


Topic  1 

Noise 


Topic  2 

Sound  Insulation 


Comment 


Massport  has  talked  atxxrt  soundproofing  the  areas  that  receive 
the  most  noise  pollution.  Did  they  think  atxxjt  how  many  homes 
that  will  include?  This  does  not  seem  feasible  and  even  if  it  is, 
this  does  not  resolve  the  problem  when  people  want  to  use  their 
backyards  or  when  the  windows  are  open. 


20.8 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


There  was  not  enough  exploration  into  supporting  the 

regional  airports  and  making  them  alternate  locations  for 
air  service.  We  should  spread  the  access  and  the  noise 
that  goes  with  it,  around  the  region,  not  just  around 
Boston.  This  will  solve  several  problems  at  once.  The 
delay  and  congestion  issues  will  be  improved  by  diverting 
travelers  to  other  airports.  The  residents  surounding  the 
airport  will  get  a  slight  break  with  a  reduction  in  noise  from 
aircraft  flying  over  their  homes.  In  addition,  travelers  that 
live  far  from  Boston  will  have  closer  alternatives  with 
possible  cheaper  prices. 


Response 

Logan  Airport  has  one  of  the  most  comprehensive  and  progressive 
sound  insulation  programs  of  any  airport  in  the  counti^.  It  was 
initiated  in  1980  tiefore  any  airport  began  receiving  federal  funding 
to  soundproof  homes  under  FAR  Part  1 50.  It  is  the  only  program  in 
the  countiy  to  offer  residents  extra  sound  insulation  ti-eatinent  in  a 
"room  of  preference"  chosen  by  the  homeowner  and  it  is  the  only 
program  in  ttie  countiy  attempting  to  receive  FAA  approval  to 
expand  the  area  of  eligibility  by  accounting  for  hill  effects.  In  addition, 
as  of  the  1 999-2000  constiucton  season,  FAA  grants  covenng 
80  percent  of  the  cost  of  sound  insulation  (paid  for  by  airline  ticket 
taxes),  combined  with  funds  provided  by  Massport  tiirough 
Passenger  Facility  Charges  and  landing  fees,  had  fully  funded  tiie 
sound  insulation  of  all  eligible  dwelling  units  in  Massport's  current 
sound  insulation  program.  Despite  this  accompishment  Massport 
continues  to  seek  means  of  expanding  its  sound  insulation  program 
exclusive  of  FAA's  deasion  on  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  If  the 
FAA  approves  the  Pretend  Altemative,  Massport  is  committed  to 
expanding  the  program  to  include  all  additionally  eligible  residences. 

Massport's  FAA-approved  sound  insulation  program  is  only  one 
element  of  the  noise  abatement  program.  For  a  discussion  of  the 
noise  abatement  program,  refer  to  the  discussion  in  the  Logan 
Airport  1994/1995  GEIR  and  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual 
Update.  Massport  has  existing  actions  initiatives  underway  that 
reduce  noise  impacts  on  nearby  communities,  including 

Noise  abatement  and  ojnway  use  restrictions: 

Exploring  means  of  extending  the  Logan  Airport  sound  insulation 
program  through  innovative  investigation  of  hill  effects  on  sound 
propagation; 

Erx»uraging  growth  at  Worcester  Regonal  Airport  and  other 
alternative  airports;  and 

Monitoring  and  improving  achievement  of  PRAS  goals.The 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  projects  ttiat  the  Prefen^d  Alternative 
would  promote  runway  use  in  a  manner  that  is  more  consistent  with 
annual  PRAS  goals.  The  total  number  of  departures  from 
Runway  27  (over  South  Boston,  Roxbury,  and  Jamaica  Plain)  would 
increase,  but  the  number  of  equivalent  jet  operations  would  remain 
essentially  the  same.  The  difference  in  these  communities  would  be 
fewer  nighttime  operations  and  more  daytime  operations  but  the 
same  noise  impacts.  Total  departures  from  Runway  33L  and 
arrivals  to  Runway  15R  (over  East  Boston  and  Chelsea)  would 
increase,  but  most  of  th^  are  non^ets.  These  ojnway  operations 
are  currently  rtjnning  well  betow  the  PRAS  goals,  and  the 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  allow  the  contiollers  to 
approach,  but  still  remain  below  the  annual  goals  for  these 
operations.  Additionally,  by  increasing  the  number  of  operations 
over  water,  Runway  1 4/32  would  reduce  tiie  total  annual  hours  of 
dwell  and  persistence  over  populated  areas  in  accordance  with 
short-term  PRAS  goals. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  20.4. 
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May  24,  1999 


COMMITTEES; 

Human  Services  and  Elderly 

affairs  (Chair) 
Transportation  (Vice  Chair) 
Ways  and  Means 
Steering  and  Policy 
Health  Care 

Federal  Financial  Assistance 


Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Durand, 

Boston' roSeTnrn^A^^or  '°        ''"^^  '"^""^  ^' 

travel  h^asln'^^reased  TJZ"'         "1^^  ""'"P'^"  '^^"^P°rtation  iss.es.  Air 
t  a'e   The  dTmand  fnrml.?.    '  ^"^  Provides  a  vital  alternative  to  automobile 
rL=H       I    ,!  ^P^^  °'  alternatives  is  rising  annually  There  is  no 

reason  we  should  be  contemplating  increasing  fees  on  these  memods  of  travel 

Additionally,  small  rural  airports  are  usually  served  by  smaller  airlines 
This  type  of  financial  hardship  will  only  serve  to  force  these  afrSo  increase 
their  fares,  and  eventually  put  them  out  of  business. 

fhm,  ..hl*?.!,  ^P!".' "  ';«'"«"dous  amount  of  my  time  on  transportation  proiects 
mroughout  the  state.  I  am  wholeheartedly  committed  to  promoting  J^lerna  ive 

satrouL^d  wh^t  littif,^    are  at  peak  level  capacj^y^  I  am  hopeful  you  will 
peSfp^rl^p ricint  '""=P°^^"°"  alternative.iS  in  the  areas  and  oppose 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter/ 

incerely  yours, 


21.1 


THERESE  MURI 

State  Senator 

Plymouth  and^arnstable  Distrit^t 


TM/ramj 
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21.1 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 
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Pncing 


Comment 


...express  my  opposition  to  peak  period  pricing  at 
Boston/Logan  International  Airport. 
The  Cape,  as  you  know,  faces  many  complex 
transportation  issues.  Air  travel  has  increased  over  the 
years  and  provides  a  vital  alternative  to  automobile  travel. 
The  demand  for  these  types  of  alternatives  is  rising 
annually.  There  is  no  reason  we  should  be  contemplating 
increasing  fees  on  these  methods  of  travel. 
Small  rural  airports  are  usually  served  by  smaller  airiines. 
This  type  of  financial  hardship  will  only  serve  to  force 
these  airlines  to  increase  their  fares,  and  eventually  put 
them  out  of  business. 


Response 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
updated  discussion  of  PPP  at  Logan  Airport  and  an  analysis 
of  the  implications  of  an  illustrative  conceptual  small 
community  exemption  program. 

Previous  attempts  at  differential  landing  fee  programs  at 
Logan  Airport  and  the  analysis  presented  in  the 
1993  Strategic  Assessment  Report  are  described  in 
Section  3.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  service  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
penod  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  Exemption  Program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 


Letter  21 :  MA  State  Senator  Therese  Murray 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE  HOUSE.  BOSTON  02  1 33- 1054 


EUGENE  L.  O  FLAHERTY 
REPRESENTATIVE 
2nd  Suffolk  district 


LISA  A  SMITH 

LecisuMivE  Aide 

Tel  (6  17)  722-2370  ExT  8635 


LETTER  22 


Committees: 
Banks  and  Banking 
Education.  Ans  and  Human.hos 

ROOM  42'  STATE  HOUSE 
TEL.  (6  17,  722-2370  EXT  8634 


E-Mail: 
Rep.Geneo(laherTy@hous 


e. state  ma. us 


April  23,  1999 


Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley 
Associate  Environmentalist,  MEPA 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
lUU  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/R^>nnrf  r        .  •  ■ , 

ProjecL  Feb™^,  ,999  (EPA  N«-FZ'i°fo^,'^;^^;  ""P'""-"-^  P'-ning 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsliy: 

I  would  like  10  express  mv  concerns  with  ihp  nr,f,  c  ■ 

(DE,S/R,  prepared  by  -he  Massach  sens  Port  AuL  I'™"';"' ^talenient^epon 
conslruc,  wha,  is  comnionly  called  Runway  m'^^^'""'^  "^'"""^      Au.hor.u-'s  plans  to 

of  flights  over  my  dis^ic,  unoV  the  airtf^r^an""!"  "l'^' '  '^«=f°W  'ncrease 

Runway  14/32.  This  is  a  heavy  burden  for  coTm    •,      ,  '^^^        °"  "n^traction  of 
level  of  induswa,  burdens,  =om  JuSstngTc  ^dlrfror''  '"f^  '  ^'^P"P«"-a.e 
soundproofing  and  other  mitigation  efforts  ^t^" 

^S;itt;rcZ^^^^ 

M/32,  and  how  Massport  came  ,o  he  curbus  ct  ,        V  "8™"'  Runway 

Charlestown  do  not  suffer  dispropflna  e,v  f "m  trj"       '°""'™"'"        ^  Chelsea  ^d 
you  reject  the  Massachusetts  Port^Auth  n;!'aX;r  ~  'ha. 
the  proposed  a.rside  improvements  at  Logan  InKmation, f  R        Admm.stration's  DEIS/R  for 

Whatever  tsmyour  capacity  ,ore,u.rethfcomrrtl!rMlUt?^^^^^^ 


22.1 


22.2 


I  mc  II  >ou  have  any  question  about  my  comments  or  concerns. 


Very  truly  yours, 


EUGENE  L.  O'FLAHERTY 

State  Representative,  2nd  Suffolk  District 

/las 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  22 

MA  State  Representative  Eugene  L.  O'Flaherty 


Code     Topic  1 

22.1  Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


Comment 


The  DEIS/R  has  failed  to  address  adequately  the 
concerns  of  Chelsea  and  Charlestown  residents  under 
Logan  International  Airport's  flight  paths.  Massport 
projects  at  least  a  threefold  increase  of  flights  over  my 
district  under  the  air  traffic  management  plans  based  on 
construction  of  Runway  14/32. 


Significant  questions  remain  about  the  methodology 
Massport  used  in  preparing  the  DEIS/R,  including  how 
they  calculated  the  flight  delay  rate. 


Response 

PRAS  noise  goals  are  based  on  the  fact  that  DNL  levels 
above  75  dB  are  considered  unacceptable  for  residential  land 
use  and  that  DNL  levels  above  70  dB  are  also  excessively 
high  and  should  be  reduced  if  feasible.  PRAS 
recommendations  are  thus  designed  to  shift  operations  off  of 
runways  where  these  high  levels  still  exist  -  primarily  in 
Winthrop  and  to  the  north  of  Logan  Airport  in  East  Boston  and 
Revere.  No  one  in  Chelsea  or  Charlestown  currently 
expenences  noise  that  is  this  high. 

Chapter  4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays 
used  in  the  Airside  Project.  Chapter  1  and  Appendix  C 
include  a  description  of  measures  used  by  FAA  and 
U.S.  DOT  to  calculate  delay,  the  limitations  of  those 
measures,  an  explanation  of  computer  models  for  estimating 
flight  delays,  and  histoncal  delay  data  at  Logan  Airport  and 
other  major  United  States  airports. 

The  methodology  used  for  the  Airside  Project  provides  a 
consistent  and  systematic  estimate  of  flight  delays  caused  by 
constraints  at  Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay 
estimates  than  FAA  modeling.  The  analysis  based  on  this 
methodology  indicates  that:  (1)  flight  delays  at  Logan  Airport 
remain  a  significant  problem  and  will  become  worse  over  time 
if  no  action  is  taken  and  (2)  the  Preferred  Alternative  can 
provide  significant  reductions  in  current  and  future  delay 
levels.  The  FAA,  who  co-authored  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  approved  all  the  models,  which  have  been 
validated  in  previously  published  studies  of  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  22:  MA  State  Representative  Eugene  L.  O'Flaherty 


I 


ANTHONY 

PETRUCCELLI 

STATE  REPRESENTATIVE 


57  COTTAGE  STREET.  EAST  BOSTON,  MA  02125 
617.563.9156 
WWW.PETRUCCELLI99.COM 


April  22,  1999  LETTER  23 

\ 

Arthur  Pugsley 

Associate  Environmentalist 

MEPA  Unit-Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambndge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Subject:  Comments  Regarding  EOEA  #10458,  Logan  Airside  Planning  Project 
Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

a?et;3;:Z^;;lr'"''"^  ^'"^  ^-iec* 

planned  Runway  14/32.  ^    ^'^^^  ^^""^  '^^^<^^^y  f™-"  'he 

The  tripling  of  jet  flights  over  these  communities  is  documented  in  Massoorf ,  nw„ 


ANTHONY 

PETRUCCELLI 

*^  'state  REPRESENTATIVE 


*** 


57  COTTAGE  STREET  EAST  BOSTON,  MA  02128 
617.56S.915e 
WWW.PETRUCCELLI99.COM 


I  am  opposed  to  Runway  14/32  for  other  reasons: 

Runway  14/32  points  directly  at  East  Boston's  ^ost  densely  populated 
neighborhood,  Jeffries  Point,  which  currently  is  not  subjected  to  direct 
overflights  although  the  area  suffers  heavily  from  aircraft  ground 
noise.  Massport  claims  in  the  DEIS/R  that  Jeffries  Point  will  not  experience 
Runway  14/32  overflights  because  it  will  be  designated  as  a  unidirectional 
runway  with  overwater  operations  only. 

However  nowhere  in  the  DEIS/R  does  Massport  describe  the  irreversible        oo  n 
legal  instruments  that  would  be  necessary  to  guarantee  against  any  hiture  ^^'^ 
reversal  of  a  temporary  unidirectional  runway  operation.  In  fact  statements 
on  pages  P-4  and  P-5  m  the  section  entitled  Massnort  -  FA  a  p.,.e  ^^ke  i" 
clear  that  any  runway  operational  restrictions  put  in  place  today  would  be 
subject  to  future  modification  pending  apphcafion  from  Massport  to  the 
hAA  when  both  agencies  will  be  administered  by  different  pohcy  makers. 

Runway  14/32  would  jeopardize  Jeffiies  Point  even  in  a  unidirectional 
configurahon  due  to  the  inevitable  overflights  resulting  from  missed  23  3 

approaches  to  Runway  32  which  would  pass  directly  over  the 
neighborhood. 


svstem  m  qw         P^PT"  '°  instrument  landing  „  , 

wn  Zh»  ,    mimimums  on  Runways  15R,  27  and  22L.  The  effect  of  these  actions  23.4 
would  be  to  expose  residential  communities  to  increased  jet  flight  noise  from°he 
ottr^rT  ',  ^«^"dant  on  the  increased  availlbility^f  these  unwlvs  to 

operational  usage  compared  to  existing  conditions.  This  negative  envirom^S 
effect  .s  described  in  the  DEIS/R,  Volume  HI,  Technical  Appfndix  D,  pageT 
Th  proposal  to  reduce  the  ILS  minimums  to  the  lowest  allowable  L%hese  three 

However  I  do  support  the  proposal  to  reduce  the  Runway  33L  ILS  minimums 

tv^:^l  from'overland  to  overwater  23.5 


2 


ANTHONY 

PETRUCCELLI 

*^  STATE  REPRESENTATIVE 


57  COTTAGE  STREET  EAST  BOSTON,'mA  02126 
617.566.915a 
WWW.PETRUCCELLI99.COM 


nL^i^Zct^tn°>^n"^'''V!i"^'^^'^^y  P"'P'«^  ''^'^"^^  °f  i''^  Pot-nHal  negative  01  R 


The  DEB/R  is  deficient  in  that  in  does  not  adequately  address  alternatives  to  the 
aUeged  Logan  Airport  delay  problem  which  is  the  basl  of  the  propped  exp^on    23  7 
ni^n^  'y''"""  P'^"  which  would  fully  utSr  ' 

potential  of  other  regional  airports  such  as  Providence,  RI  and  Ma^cheT^r,  fSl. 

n^hlf  °  °PP.'"^'^'°  *e  DEIS/R  because  it  completely  fails  to  address  the  Wer 
problem  of  airport  related  activities  on  the  quahty  of  life  of  East  8^0^71,^!  « 

community  from  bemg  totally  ovemhelmed  by  the  airport.  ^ 
Sincerely, 

/^fU4cH^  PctxcccccUl 

Anthony  Petruccelli 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Letter  23 

MA  State  Representative  Anthony  Petruccelli 


Code     Topic  1 


23.1  AHematives 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Runway  14/32 


23.2  ARematives 


Runway  14/32 


23.3  Alternatives 


23.4  Alternatives 


Runway  14/32 


Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 


Runway  1 4/32  would  more  than  triple  jet  flights  over  some  of  the 
most  densely  populated  communities  in  the  region,  including  the 
Eagle  Hill  neighbortxxxJ  in  East  Boston.  Because  these  areas 
already  suffer  from  some  of  the  highest  levels  of  Logan  Airport 
jet  noise  it  is  simply  unacceptable  to  increase  their  noise 
exposure  by  trpling  the  number  of  jet  flights  on 
Runway  15R/33L  which  would  result  directly  from  the  planned 
Runvray  14/32. 

Nowhere  in  the  DEIS/R  does  Massport  describe  the  in-eversible 
legal  instruments  that  would  be  necessary  to  guarantee  against 
any  future  reversal  of  a  temporary  unidirectional  runway 
operation. 


Runway  14/32  would  jeopardize  Jeffries  Point  even  in  a 
unidirectional  configuration  due  to  the  inevitable  overflights 
resulting  from  missed  approaches  to  Runway  32  which  would 
pass  directly  over  the  neighborhood. 

I  am  opposed  to  the  proposals  to  reduce  the  bad  weather 
instajment  landing  system  (ILS)  minimums  on  Runways  15R, 
27  and  22L  The  effect  of  these  actions  would  be  to  expose 
residential  communities  to  increased  jet  flight  noise  from  the 
additional  jet  overflights  attendant  on  the  increased  availability  of 
these  mnways  to  operational  usage  compared  to  existing 
conditions. 


Response 

While  Eagle  Hill  is  expected  to  experience  sigrjficant  noise 
exposure  above  65  DNL  for  various  future  scenarios,  it  is  no/ among 
the  most  highly  exposed  areas  around  Logan  Airport.  The  most 
highly  exposed  areas  are  primarily  in  Winthrop  and  to  the  north  of 
Logan  Airport  in  East  Boston  and  Revere  (see  Tables  62-5  and  6.2- 
24.  As  a  consequence,  with  the  increased  flexibility  in  use  of 
runways  afforded  by  Runway  14/32.  PRAS  tends  to  recommend 
additional  overflights  of  Eagle  Hill  so  as  to  benefit  more  higNy 
exposed  areas  experiencing  levels  of  70  or  75  DNL  and  above. 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  {i.e.,  all  aircraft 
arrivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Haitwr  to  the  Runway  32 
approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from  the  Runway  14 
heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor),  State  approval  under  MEPA  and 
federal  approval  under  NEPA  will  allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed 
only  on  a  basis  consistent  with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations. 
Consistent  with  any  such  approvals,  Massport  will  light  and  stripe 
Runway  14/32  to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 
Furthermore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the  unidirectional  requirements  of 
that  improvement  concept.  The  Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center, 
which  is  1 74  feet  high,  is  within  1 ,300  feet  of  the  Runway  1 4.  The 
location  of  the  Hyatt  Hotel  and  Conference  Center  in\«des 
applicable  FAA  approach  surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby 
precluding  arrivals  from  the  west  to  the  Runway  1 4.  Another  factor 
limiting  westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack  of  available 
facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 
The  unidrectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  altow  maximum  use 
of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit  operational  impacts  over 
residential  areas.  To  strictly  reinforce  these  important  environmental 
benefits,  Massport  has  designated  the  intended  unidirectional 
limitation  on  Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation  measure.  We  anflapate 
that  any  state  and  federal  approvals  will  also  stnctty  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  limitations  intended  for  Runway  14/32. 
Runway  14/32  will  be  used  primarily  in  VFR  weather  conditions.  A 
missed  approach,  which  is  an  exceedingly  rare  occun-ence  in  VFR 
conditions,  would  not  affect  Jeffries  Point  because  it  would  turn  to 
the  left. 

Reducing  the  current  landing  minimums  for  Runways  15R,  22L,  and 
27  at  Logan  Airport  will  not  increase  nase  levels.  Aircraft  v^ll  follow 
the  same  amval  paths,  at  the  same  altitudes  as  today,  but  the 
location  at  which  a  missed  approach  deasion  must  be  made  will  be 
moved  closer  to  the  airport.  Since  missed  approaches  rarely  occur, 
they  have  no  discernible  effect  on  the  cumulative  noise.  For 
example,  reducing  the  Runway  22L  decision  height  to  200  feet 
moves  the  maximum  noise  point  to  approximately  3,000  feet  from 
touchdown  which  is  further  from  populated  areas  in  East  Boston 
than  the  current  maximum  noise  point.  /Mthough  categorically 
excluded  from  NEPA  review,  modeling  of  the  changes  in  mnway 
availability  from  reductions  in  the  approach  minimums  and  an 
analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  on  community  noise  exposure  that 
may  result  were  included  in  the  Airside  Project  in  compliance  virith 
an  eariier  agreement  among  Massport,  the  FAA  and  the  City  of 
Boston. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


I 


Code     Topic  1 

23.5  Alternatives 

23.6  Alternatives 


Topic  2  Comment 

Reduced  I  do  support  the  proposal  to  reduce  the  Runw/ay  33L ILS 

Approach  minimums  because  this  might  shift  some  bad  weather 

Minimums  landings  from  overland  to  ovenwater  approaches. 

Taxiway  I  am  opposed  to  the  centerfield  taxiway  proposal  because 

Improvements     of  potential  negative  noise  impacts  on  the  Onent  Heights 

area  of  East  Boston,  particularly  the  Bayswater  Street 

neighborhood. 


23.7       Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


23.8  Alternatives 


Impacts 


The  DEIS/R  is  deficient  in  that  it  does  not  adequately 
address  alternatives  to  the  alleged  Logan  Airport  delay 
problem  which  is  the  basis  of  the  proposed  expansion 
plan.  A  regional  airport  system  plan  is  called  for  which 
would  fully  utilize  the  potential  of  other  regional  airports 
such  as  Providence,  Rl  and  Manchester,  NH. 


I  am  also  opposed  to  the  DEIS/  R  because  it  completely 
fails  to  address  the  larger  problem  of  airport  related 
activities  on  the  quality  of  life  of  East  Boston.  The  existing 
growth  rate  of  Logan  Airport  threatens  to  suffocate  our 
community  with  air  freight  warehouses,  heavy  truck  traffic, 
rental  vehicles  and  other  similar  activities. 


Response 

The  implementation  of  the  Category  III  ILS  for  Runway  33L 
will  be  evaluated  at  a  later  date  in  a  separate  EIS  upon 
completion  of  the  Runway  Safety  Ends  Improvement  Project. 

The  ground  taxi  noise  calculated  for  the  northeast  end  of 
Runway  4/22,  at  locations  m  Winthrop  and  East  Boston,  show 
small  to  moderate  reductions  in  ground  noise  of  2  to  3  dB  for 
the  Preferred  Alternative  when  compared  to  the  No  Build 
Altemative  (refer  to  Tables  6.2-15, 6.2-16,  and  6.2-17  in  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR).  This  is  true  for  average  and  for 
maximum  propagation  conditions  and  for  all  operational 
scenanos  examined.  The  main  reason  for  these  noise 
decreases  is  the  reduction  of  the  number  of  taxiing  aircraft 
waiting  to  takeoff  on  Runways  22L&R. 

The  pnncipal  effect  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  is  to  reduce 
the  number  of  aircraft  waiting  on  the  taxiways  reducing 
ground  noise  and  emissions  for  close  in  residents  of  East 
Boston  and  Winthrop. 

Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T  P.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  sen/ice 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  pari  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growrth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  full  use  of  other  options,  including 
high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market.  New  York. 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis  supports  the  conclusion  greater  use  ; 
of  the  regional  airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the 
service  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to 
Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within  Logan  Airport's  primary 
sen/ice  area  will  remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other 
regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside 
projects  at  Logan  Airport. 

The  purpose  of  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  istc 
reduce  current  and  projected  levels  of  airfield  congestion  and 
delay  and  to  enhance  the  safety  of  aircraft  operations  at  Logan. 
Massport's  proposed  landside  improvements  are  planned  to 
enhance  the  efficiency  of  passenger  processing,  and  include 
terminal  modernization,  as  well  as  roadway,  parking  and 
service  area  improvements.  The  landside  projects  will  not  affec 
the  design  or  implementation  of  the  Airside  Project,  which  has 
independent  utility,  nor  will  the  Airside  Project  improvements 
affect  the  design  or  implementation  of  any  of  the  landside 
projects.  All  airside  and  landside  projects,  where  required,  will 
continue  to  be  the  subject  of  separate  comprehensive 
environmental  analysis  by  project  proponents  in  accordance 
with  federal  and  state  regulations. 

As  expressed  in  the  May  7, 1999  EOEA  Certificate, 
Massport's  ESPR  (formerly  GEIR)  process  "is  expected 
provide  a  big  picture  cumulative  impact  analysis  of  Logan 
operations,  impacts  and  mitigation.  It  complements  the 
project-specific  EIRs,"  such  as  this  one  for  the  Airside 
Improvements,  "helps  to  focus  the  review  process  of 
individual  EIRs,  and  ensures  that  segmented  project  review 
does  not  occur  in  the  context  of  MEPA  review  at  Logan 
Airport." 


I 


Letter  23:  MA  State  Representative  Anthony  Petruccelli 


NATORHENRIS.  RAUSCHENBACH 

C>PE  a  ,st>NOS  0,ST«,CT 

Room  42 1 
To-  (617)  722- 1 570 

District  Office 
TEU  (508)  362-4556 


COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSCTTS 

MASSACHUSETTS  SENATE 

STATE  HOUSE.  BOSTON  02133-1033 


LETTER  24 


April  7,  1999 


COMMITTEES 

SENATE  Wavs  ANO  MEANC 

Health  Care 
Energv 


Boston  Ma,  02108 
Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

I  write  ,0  you  in  determined  support  of  proposed  n,„wavM/35«t  , 

^etransponationneedsormydistrictareLoraMy  elL^r^^^ 
way  as  ever,  other  region  in  eas.en,  Massachusetts  EtT 

.™--3.eandn,easurah,ei.pacto„eco„o; 

residents.  For  instance  C;,rv.  a  •  /xr       .  ^  ^^'^^s 

-coun^-niesiToX::"^^^^^^^^^^ 

----^whn.:„husiL:s::r:::~^^^^ 

services  unavailable  locally.  Moreover  air  tra„  " 

one  of  the  ™ai„  sources  f  "     "  '°  °-  — 

--of.heCape::~^^^^^^^^ 
3os.cn  become  fully  manifest  in  local  coIZI  ^' 

'■H-.ouforyourco„s,de..tio„anddour,eyourfavorah,eviewofthis  initiative. 
Respectfully  Submitted. 


Henri  S.  Rauschenbach 

State  Senator 

Cape  &  Islands  district 


24.1 


10G» 


Cede 
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Letter  24 

MA  State  Senator  Henri  S.  Rauschenbach 

Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 

24.1       Alternatives        Runway  14/32     I  write  to  you  in  determined  support  of  proposed  runway       Comment  noted. 

14/32  at  Logan  international  Airport.  Efficient  operation  of 
I  the  Boston  airport  tias  immediate  and  measurable  impact 

on  economics  and  quality  of  life  for  Cape  and  Islands 
residents.  Cape  and  Island  residents  travel  on  business 
as  well  as  seek  medical  procedures  or  other  services 
unavailable  locally.  Moreover,  air  transport  is  central  to 
i  :  the  success  of  our  tourism  industry.  Too  often,  delays  in 
 I                                     ;  Boston  become  fully  manifest  in  local  consequences. 


Letter  24;  MA  State  Senator  Henn  S.  Rauscfienbach 


House  of  Representatives 
BYRON  RUSHING 

State  House  -  Room  542B 
Boston.  Ma  02133-1054 

(617)  722-2637  i  rTTr-n  f\r 

Rcp.By,onRush.ng@house.sta,e.ma.us  Lt  I  I  LK/D 

Ninth  SurrolkDistricl  '  Apfil  22,  1999 

Audubon  Circle 
Copley  Place 
Fenway 

o^cHardZ7       ^^^^^  Pugsley 
Prudential  Executive  OfficB  of 

s<.  Bcoiph  Environmental  Affairs 

sou,HEnd  100  Cambridge  street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Attn.  MEPA  Office 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

se^e  on  the  Joint  CoZitee  nn  T?  "^P'^^^^^'^li^es  since  1983.  I 
1995  and  1996  I  attended  the  ^nalm??  Legislature.  In 

Advisory  Committee  fThs,  FiV  ^""9'  °'  '^^  "^""^^y  27  EIS 

Record^of  De  "s  on  wa^s  cnedTnlgyT'r'', '''' 
approved  flight  track  fo  departures  off  P     ^  ^o""'  °'      ^^^^^  '^^ 

accurate,  wtthln  the  acoer«^hrcLX^"e;:^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Xltfand  SSr^  "^e  Draft  E,S/R 

from  further  public  ^nsidlratSl  n^^  ^'S'R  be  withdrawn 

0fameaningfu,partTcip^o'"Z.I^"':l=.^!"3P-*^  aeveiopment 
Runway  14/32  proposal  I  request  th  J  <..    ,"   °"  °'  ^"^^"atives  to  the 
equitable,  comprehensive  ong-'e^  a^  and  t?!  ^" 
transportation  program  for  fhH..    V     ^  ^^"""^  water 


The  Airside  Improvements  Project  will  impose  an  unacceptable 
noise  burden  upon  my  constituents  and  other  communities  without 
any  commensurate  benefit  either  to  Logan  Airport  or  to  the  citizens 
of  the  Commonwealth.  The  EIS/R  argues  a  narrow  case  for  construction 
of  a  new  runway  and  tax.way  without  examining  in  appropriate  detail  how 
these  construction  projects  will  adversely  affect  the  surrounding  impacted 
communities.  The  EIS  similarly  fails  to  evaluate  the  effect  of  the 
increased  demand  which  will  be  generated  by  the  proposed  construction 
project  on  Its  temninal  facilities,  baggage  handling  parking  capac  ty  pSc 
transportation  an  road  access  at  the  airport.        ^      ^    ^  uiy,  puoiic 

ri.!^^"  Aw"^'^  assertions  about  delay  are  questionable  at  best  The 
Citizens  Advisory  Committee  to  Massport  (CAC)  has  determmed  the 
Masspoh  failed  to  use  readily  available  data  on  delay  from  t^e  to 
support  ,ts  representations  about  the  seventy  of  the  problem  at  L^an 

its  neighbors  to  an  environmental  nightmare  of  noise  and  poMcn 

I  do  not  believe  that  delays  at  Logan  airport  justify  this  $20  million 
praposed  short-temi  solution.  I  know  that  Logan  has  problem  and  that 

sa  ,sfact,on  what  causes  whatever  number  of  delays  there  am  Are  thp„ 
delays  which  are  unavoidable  due  to  stomis  and  dangerous  we^re  ' 
conditions?  Are  they  caused  by  the  airlines?  By  delays  at  o^er  airoorts? 
By  cargo  and  baggage  handling  and  ground  transportalior^  p  ob  eris?  , 
IS  countenntuitive  to  say  delays  are  the  problem  and  then  ad  oca.e 
increasing  capacity  at  the  airport.  No  one  has  demonstrated  that  delavs 
at  Logan  have  slowed  down  growth  in  Boston  for  the  past  ten  yel^s 

The  burden  of  proof  is  on  H^assport.  It  has  failed  to  articulate  any 
standard  for  acceptable  delay  or  growth  at  Logan  It  has  also  faiLd  tn 

any  event,  actual  data  on  delay  over  the  years  is  not  p~d 

impacts  of  this  project  on  minority  and  low-income  TopuTatn  lino 
ad  acent  to  the  project.  The  document  shows  that  Masspoh  did  no? 
active  y  obtain  the  population  and  impact  inforniatioTr^qred  by X 
executive  Order  12898  and  the  DOT  Order  regarding  entonmen  3I 


^eZ-m:°n^^^^^^  compares 
particular  commTn^HesToti  ^^l?  ""<^«^='^<«d) 

me  discrepances  among  a^ZZ.T     '  ^"'''"^  ^^°*in9 

impacted  by  the  protect  and  ofhiT      "T"'  wh.ch  are 

pollutants  and  o,Tare  no':^".::ZT.rt%  ^'^ 

information  is  presented  in  a  waTwWch  suoLI^,  J  '"^ 

.     -checking  off  His  requirement  rather  than  """P'^ 

runway  construction  S  Maloort'^t^ 

for  comment  by  Spanish  and  PoZTjJ  V°  '"""P'  ""^  °PP°rtunity 
the  Executive  Order  P°""guese  speakers  is  a  direct  violation  of 

at  b^sis,  iz:t:z\z  :rr  ^--^.e, 

public  While  imposh^ronerls  a„H  n^^^  "^"^^"^  traveling 
burdens  on  Masspor^s  "eXors  ?h.T"'"* P°""«°" 
is  an  iltonceived  stop4p  meas  'e  ^  P^°P°S3l 
configuration  and  capaSv'^nhe  a^or.  Ln^""  '""^^"^^"'^"y  alter  the 
environmental  injury  ^  Logan  s  neers 

by"mXryi::rer  ::gtr  ^^at- -p--^ 

process.  Massport's  paid  advert  ^-^  '  ^"^"'P'^  '°  ^^ew  the 

comment  period,  is  a^outrag  :^s'"v?JarnTtl,e"""'/''^  """"^ 
environmental  laws  with  whir  km  spirit  of  the 

receive  approvalTorTh  s  proTect  Than.  "'"'^ '° 

attempt  to  influence  the  enviXentl^nl!""'.'  ""^"^^  ^  blatant 

misleading  infom,a,ion  abou,~os"s  and  resu^^nT^  '^'^^ 
project  should,  in  itself,  be  viewed  as  orn?,r,r,  "^'^  '=°'"P'®^ 

stand,  it  will  make  a  mocke^Tof IhP  !n  '°  '^'^"^  "'^  ^'^'R-  If  left  to 

more  people  will  havrhear^.hl  ,le  cZ^rnt'  '^r'  "^^"^ 
advertising  than  will  have  had  access  io  Z  ^  ^"^ 
Statement.  That  Massport  refused  l  hnL  J    r  ™f"'"  ""P^^t 
communities  and  failed  to  p  ov"dfanv  in  n™  ";"^  ""!^  "^""''"9^  "'^"V 
language  while  engaging  in  deceo^v  J  '^^  Spanish 

sanctioned.  In  no  event  shonfd  M      ^*^^'='"9  should  be  severely 

for  Efncient  Regiona  Trirsportafcn  ^ ^    '         ^'""^  ^iLens 
results  from  an  alleged  "sur^^v'  h  ""^^ '°  '""mit  to  MEPA  any 

"eged  survey  being  conducted  in  conjunction  with  this 


campaign  The  -survey-  is  completely  biased  and  uses  invalid  polling 
methods  to  come  up  with  a  result  predestined  to  favor  the  project. 


Yours 


BYROM  RUSHING 
State  Representative 
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Letter  25 

MA  State  Representative  Byron  Rushing 


Code 
25.1 


Topic  1 
Noise 


Topic  2 
Impacts 


Comment 


The  Airside  Improvements  Project  will  impose  an 
unacceptable  noise  burden  upon  my  constituents  and  ottier 
communities  without  any  commensurate  benefit  either  to 
Logan  Airport  or  to  the  citizens  of  the  Commonwealth.  The 
EIS/R  argues  a  narrow  case  for  constnjction  of  a  new  runway 
and  taxiway  without  examining  in  appropriate  detail  how  these 
construction  projects  will  adversely  affect  the  surrounding 
impacted  communities. 


25.2 


Ground  Access  to         The  EIS  fails  to  evaluate  the  effect  of  tfie  increased 

Transportation     Logan  Airport      demand  which  will  be  generated  by  the  proposed 

construction  project  on  its  terminal  facilities,  baggage 
handling  parking  capacity,  public  transportation  and  road 
access  at  the  airport. 


Response 

Section  4.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a  history  of 
PFtAS  development  and  performance  at  Logan  Airport. 

In  1 998, 77  percent  of  Logan  Airport's  jet  traffic  affected 
communities  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  airport— East  Boston, 
Winthrop,  Revere,  parts  of  South  Boston,  Dorchester,  Quincy, 
Milton,  and  Braintree.  Without  Runway  14/32,  as  much  as  88 
percent  of  Logan  Airport's  airaaft  operations  will  overfly  these 
communities  when  Logan  Airport  reaches 
37.5  million  passengers.  Construction  of  Runway  14/32  will  allow 
a  more  balanced  geographic  distribution  of  aircraft  operations 
over  populated  areas,  will  increase  the  number  of  over-water 
operations,  and  will  reduce  noise  exposure  for  dose-in 
communities.  In  fact,  the  most  heavily  impacted  communities  will 
experience  a  deaease  in  overflights  compared  to  1998  levels. 
With  the  Preferred  Alternative,  when  Logan  Airport  reaches 
29  million  passengers,  overflights  from  f^unway  4  amvals  and 
Runvray  22  departures,  which  affect  South  Boston.  Quincy, 
Milton,  and  Braintree,  will  decrease  from  107,861  in  1998  to 
58,305  operations. 

Noise  was  identified  as  the  only  off-airport  impact  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative  with  the  potential  for  environmental  justice 
impacts.  The  environmental  justice  analysis  found  no 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low-income  and 
minority  populations  from  direct  project  impacts.  However, 
because  the  area  added  to  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  is  primarily 
within  the  City  of  Chelsea,  other  environmental  and  health  issues 
were  also  considered  in  an  effort  to  assess  other  cumulative  or 
multiple  adverse  exposures. 

Section  4.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 

evaluation  of  existing  measures  for  monitonng  PRAS 

pertormance  and  demonsti^tes  that  the  FAA  has  improved  its 

performance  relative  to  the  PRAS  goals.  The 

Preferred  Altemative  mitigation  program  includes  additional 

reporting  requirements  recommended  to  enhance  the  monitoring 

effort 

Neither  Massport  nor  the  FAA  has  a  program  to  increase 
passenger  demand  at  Logan  Airport.  Rather,  the  objective  of 
both  organizations  is  to  accommodate  demand  safely  and 
efficiently.  The  recommended  Airside  Project  is  intended  to 
enable  Logan  Airport  to  accommodate  current  and 
future  aircraft  activity  with  minimum  delay.  The  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  would  significantly  reduce  delays  associated 
with  northwest  wind  conditions,  but  would  not  be  expected  to 
induce  additional  aircraft  traffic  or  passenger  activity  at 
Logan  Airport. 

The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  aircraft 
operation  or  passenger  demand  for  ground  access  sen/ices, 
since  the  project  will  not  induce  additional  passenger 
demand.  Refer  to  the  Logan  Airponi994/95  GE/R  which 
includes  Massport's  Ground  Access  Management  Plan  and 
forecasted  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled  for  the  37.5  million  and 
45  million  passenger  levels  that  were  studied  in  the 
Airside  Project  analysis. 


Letter  25:  MA  State  Representative  Byron  Rushing 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

25.3       Delay  Model  Massporl  tailed  to  use  readily  available  data  on  delay  from  the 

I  FAA  to  support  its  representations  about  tlie  seventy  ol  ttie 

problem  at  Logan.  My  community's  representatwe  on  that 
1  body  has  convinced  me  that  there  is  no  basis  lor  Massporf  s 

j  assertions  about  the  new  runway  as  a  tool  lor  delay  reduction 

j  I  at  the  airport  To  the  contrary,  it  appears  that  the  delay 

situation  will  worsen  within  5  years  or  less  while  Logan  will 
have  subjected  its  neighbors  to  an  environmental  nightmare 
oi  nase  and  pollution 


Response 

Chapter  4  ol  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a  discussion 
on  the  estimation  and  modeling  ol  (light  delays  used  in  the  Airside 
Project.  Chapter  1  and  Appendix  C  include  a  description  ol 
measures  used  by  FAA  and  U  S.  DOT  to  calculate  delay,  the 
limitations  ol  those  measures,  an  explanation  ol  computer  models 
lor  estimating  llight  delays,  and  historical  delay  data  at 
Logan  Airport  and  other  mapr  United  Slates  airports. 

Reler  to  Section  4  4  ol  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  lor  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  ol  flight  delays  It 
includes  a  descnption  ol  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and 
their  limitations,  an  explanation  ol  computer  models  (or  estimating 
llight  delays,  and  histoncal  data  on  delays  at  Logan  Airport  and 
other  major  United  States  airports.  The  methodology  used  (a  the 
Airside  Project  includes  the  etiects  ol  constraints  at  Logan  Airport, 
and  produces  lower  delay  estimates  than  FAA  modeling.  The 
FAA  approved  all  the  models,  vi^hich  have  been  validated  in 
previously  published  studies  o(  Logan  Airport 

The  FAA  Technical  Center  was  responsible  lor  the  capacity  and 
delay  results  in  the  1992  FAA  Capacity  Enhancement  Report  (or 
Logan  Airport  that  concluded  the  need  lor  Runway  14/32, 
reduced  minimums  and  taxiway  improvements.  The  Technical 
Center  simulated  Logan  Airport  airfield  operations  wflth  the  RDSIM 
model  and  estimated  that  when  activity  reached 
504,000  annual  operations,  total  delay  would  exceed 
260,000  hours  per  year.  The  Airside  Pro|ect  Dratt  EIS/EIR 
lorecasts  delays  to  inaease  to  157,500  hours  per  year  when 
annual  operations  reach  510,000  with  the  29M  Low  Fleet 
scenano  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  compares  the  FAA 
Technical  Center  delay  estimates  in  1 992  with  those  ol  the 
Logan  Airside  Proiect  estimates.  The  FAA  has  concluded  that  the 
Airside  delays  represent  "a  plausible  and  consen/ative 
estimate..." 

The  F/\A  consistently  rates  Logan  Airport  as  one  ol  the  most 
delay  prone  airports  in  the  United  States  Logan  Airports 
estimated  annual  delay  hours  are  over  five  times  the  FAA's 
20,000-hour  threshold  lor  a  severely  delayed  airport. 


25.4       Purpose  and  Delay 
Need 


Massport  has  not  explained  to  my  satislaction  what  causes 
whatever  numter  ol  delays  there  are.  Are  they  delays  which 
are  unavoidable  due  to  storms  and  dangerous  v/eather 
condrtions?  Are  they  caused  by  the  airlines?  By  delays  at 
other  airports?  By  cargo  and  baggage  handling  and  ground 
transportation  problems?  No  one  has  demonstrated  that 
delays  at  Logan  have  slowed  down  growth  in  Boston  (or  the 
past  ten  years. 


Delays  occur  when  wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the  use  ol 
configurations  with  lewer  than  diree  active  runways,  v\rhen  poor 
weather  requires  increased  separation  distances  between  aircraft, 
or  when  airiines  schedule  more  flights  than  Logan  /Virport  can 
handle.  The  Airside  Project  is  designed  to  reduce  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  (rom  adverse  winds  and  taxiway  congestion  by 
addressing  consti'aints  at  Logan  Airport.  Delays  caused  by 
conditions  at  other  airports  or  other  (actors,  such  as  mechanical 
failure,  are  not  addressed  since  Massport  cannot  influence  these 
delays.  Section  1 .4  and  Appendix  C  o(  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  also  contains  a  discussion  of  the  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT 
delay  measures  and  histoncal  data,  along  with  comparisons  of 
Logan  Airport  with  other  United  States  airports. 


Letter  25:  MA  State  Representative  Byron  Rushing 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 
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Code 

25.5 


Topic  1 

Delay 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Model 


25.6 


Environmental 
Justice 


Massport  has  also  failed  to  provide  a  long-term  or 
comprehensive  analysis  of  the  general  congestion  at  the 
airport.  Actual  delay  has  decreased  since  1993  according 
the  CAC  consultants  and  they  question  the  discrepancy 
between  FAA  and  Massport  methodology.  Actual  data  on 
delay  over  the  years  is  not  presented. 


Demographic  The  EIS/R  contains  no  detailed  evaluation  of  the  impacts 
Data  of  this  project  on  minority  and  low-income  populations 

living  adjacent  to  the  project.  The  document  shows  that 
Massport  did  not  actively  obtain  the  population  and  impact 
infonmation  required  by  the  executive  Order  12898  and 
the  DOT  Order  regarding  environmental  justice.  The  only 
specific  data  presented  is  noise  data,  which  compares  the 
projected  noise  impacts  (which  are  significantly 
understated)  in  particular  communities  to  the  study  area 
as  a  whole,  rather  than  showing  the  discrepancies  among 
and  between  vanous  communities  which  are  impacted  by 
the  project;  and  other  impacts,  such  as  the  impacts  from 
air  pollutants  and  odor,  are  not  addressed  at  all. 


Response 

The  Draft  EIS  and  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contain  detailed 
analyses  of  congestion  at  Logan  Airport  for  six  future 
operating  scenarios,  which  at  current  growth  rates  are 
expected  to  extend  to  the  year  2024.  FAA  Opsnet  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  peaked  in  1993,  declined  for  two  years  and  are 
nsing  again.  Arrival  delays  which  would  be  directly  affected 
by  Runway  14/32  have  nsen  steadily  since  1994.  The  FAA 
consistently  rates  Logan  Airport  as  one  of  the  most  delay 
prone  airports  in  the  United  States.  Logan  Airport's  estimated 
annual  delay  hours  in  1998  were  over  six  times  the  FAA's 
threshold  of  20,000  hours  for  a  severely  delayed  airport. 
Refer  to  Section  1  4  and  Appendix  C  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  the  FAA  and 
DOT  delay  measures  and  historical  data,  along  with 
compansons  of  Logan  Airport  with  other  United  States 
airports. 


Low  income  and  minority  populations  were  defined  in 
accordance  with  Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S. 
DOT  Final  Order,  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's 
guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of 
low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include  households 
at  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The  data  presented  are  based 
on  the  most  recently  available  census  data  (1990)  using 
Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  technology  to  analyze 
impacts  at  the  most  detailed  level  possible.  Refer  to 
Sections  6.8.3  and  6.8.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for 
a  discussion  of  the  analytical  methodology  and  results, 
respectively. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  bome  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Altemative  is 
minonty,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Altemative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  expenence  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact  The  minority  and 
low-income  populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston 
affected  by  the  Preferred  Altemative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are 
almost  identical  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative  does  not  extend  into 
Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be 
provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential 
sound  insulation. 

A  discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis  is 
presented  in  Section  6.8  of  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Noise  was  identified  as  the  only  off-airport  impact  from  the 
Preferred  Altemative  with  the  potential  for  environmental 
justice  impacts  The  environmental  justice  analysis  found  no 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  from  direct  project  impacts. 
However,  because  the  area  added  to  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  ! 
is  primanly  within  the  City  of  Chelsea,  other  environmental 
and  health  issues  were  also  considered  in  an  effort  to  assess 
other  cumulative  or  multiple  adverse  exposures.  Refer  to 
Section  6.8.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional 
information. 


Letter  25:  MA  Slate  Representative  Byron  Rushing 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

25.7 

Environmental 

Demographic 

Massport  has  tailed  to  perform  any  outreach  to  impacted 

Justice 

Data 

non-English-speaking  Latino  residents  in  my  Distncts 

Masspon's  failure  to  attempt  any  opportunity  tor  comment 

by  Spanish  and  Portuguese  speakers  is  a  direct  violation 

of  the  Executive  Order. 

Response 

Massport  has  involved  the  Hispanic  community  in 
public  review/  of  the  Airside  Project  Copies  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  were  distributed  to  the 
Chelsea  Human  Services  Collaborative,  the  Centre  Hispano 
de  Chelsea,  and  the  Chelsea  Commission  on  Hispanic 
Affairs.  Consistent  with  FAA  policy  of  providing  translation  on 
request,  a  Spanish-language  interpreter  was  present  at  a 
meeting  on  February  23, 1999  with  the  Latin  American 
Planning  and  Development  Group.  Massport  also  held  a 
public  heanng  on  March  3,  1999  with  the  Chelsea  City 
Council  at  which  over  one  hundred  citizens  had  the 
opportunity  to  provide  comment  to  Massport  officials  following 
a  presentation  ol  the  Proposed  Project. 


Letter  25:  MA  State  Representative  Byron  Rushing 
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LETTER  26 


April  23,  1999  ' 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20th  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 


Mr.  John  C.  Silva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 

Airports  Division,  ANE-600 

New  England  Region 

12  New  England  Executive  Park 

Burlington,  MA  01803 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley  and  Mr.  Silva: 


Recognizing   that   the   public   comment   period    for   the    Draft    Environmental  rn.n..t 

and  that  Massport  is  preparmg  to  move  ahead  with  the  next  stage  of  the  MEPA/NEPA  process  i 
bought  this  ^  appropriate  time  to  express  my  ideas  and  concerns  about  the  Tr  de 

the  Jomt  Commmee  on  Transportation  and  as  an  elected  representative  from  the  town  of 

pi^^m;%:^:^^^   ^^^^'--'^ "  ^'^^  ^^^^^^ ^^-^    ^'-^^  - 

It  is  evident  that,  due  to  the  unique  weather  and  wind  patterns  around  Logan  Airport  the  aimort 
IS  subject  to  delays,  even  on  perfectly  clear  days.  The  currem  runway  lay-out  males'  Z  Zon 
especially  vulnerable  to  delays,  a  problem  that  the  propo.sed  Runway  14/32  "gnTto 
tTnl  r  -"bly  unpopular  with  travelers,  especially  with  businel  trf^^^^^^^ 

and  none  of  us  want  to  see  Logan  so  hobbled  by  schedule  problems  that  Boston  becomes  known 
as  a  notoriously  difficult  destination.  That  would  be  harmful  both  to  our  economy  a^d  ^  our 
C.V.C  pnde.  Moreover,  delays  are  also  damaging  to  our  enviromnent,  as  planes  idle  on  the  tarmac 
and  circle  in  the  sky,  all  the  while  releasing  foul  fiimes  into  the  air. 

Recognizing  that  delays  are  a  serious  impediment  to  the  smooth  and  efficient  management  o^ 
Imnrn  "^^^^  .^^^^^  -  still  need  to  ask  some  important  questions  about  the  A  r  id" 

mprovements  Planning  Project,  and  especially  anout  the  long-tenn  efficacy  of  any  proposa^^  ha' 
includes  runway  construction.  The  first  and  most  obvious  question  is  based  on  the  rumption 


that  Runway  14/32  will  be  built:  for  how  long  will  it  be  able  to  alleviate  current  and  projected 
delays?  Although  Massport  has  attempted  to  answer  this  question,  the  Citizen's  Advisory 
Committee  has  supplied  me  with  alternative  data,  and  I  would  like  some  clarification  on  this 
point. 

Conversely,  if  we  choose  not  to  act  on  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project  at  this 
juncture,  where  will  Massport  find  itself  in  ten  years  or  twenty  years?  If  we  do  move  ahead  with 
the  proposed  plan,  will  this  be  the  final  piece  in  the  overall  puzzle  of  modernizing  Logan? 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  further  claims  that  Runway  14/32,  combined  with  the  other  improvements 
included  in  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project,  will  "...allow  noise  impacts  to  be  spread 
more  equitably  across  communities  and  over  water..."'  This  should  offer  much-needed  relief  for 
certain  neighboring  communities  currently  receiving  the  major  share  of  noise  and  other  impacts 
fi-om  Logan  Airport,  an  effort  I  applaud. 

In  order  to  manage  the  current  weather-related  delays,  it  is  clear  Massport  needs  to  make 
modifications  to  its  existing  operations.  A  reduction  in  the  number  of  delays,  coupled  with  a 
more  equitable  distribution  of  the  impact  of  airport  activities,  is  obviously  a  worthy  goal  But  it 
IS  important  not  to  be  short-sighted  in  our  approach  to  improving  Massport's  current 
infi-astructure.  Massport  needs  to  recognize  the  importance  of  taking  a  long-term,  regional 
approach  to  air  and  ground  transportation  in  the  Commonwealth,  including  expanding  the  use  of 
the  airports  in  Worcester  and  New  Bedford.  These  airports  will  never  function  on  the  same  scale 
as  Logan,  but  they  can  provide  valuable  service  for  their  immediate  communities. 

The  following  is  a  list  of  points  which  should  be  addressed  as  Massport  prepares  to  move 
forward  with  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project: 

•  Any  discussion  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  must  include  conditions  for  it  to  be  used  only  as  a 
unidirectional  runway.  Massport  has  made  this  a  part  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  but  it  must  now 
demonstrate  to  the  communities  of  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  that  it  is  capable  of 
making  and  keeping  that  commitment.  Logan's  neighbors  will  count  on  that  promise  to  be 
maintained  even  as  traffic  grows  at  Logan.  A  fimi  committment  to  the  unidirectional  runway 
will  not  only  help  to  limit  the  impact  of  airplane  noise  on  the  surrounding  communities  but 
will  also  add  an  important  level  of  credibility  to  the  proposal. 

•  Massport  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  must  seriously  consider  a  long-term  plan 
to  expand  the  capacity  of  the  Commonwealth's  other  airports,  including  Worcester  Regional 
Airport.  An  increase  in  the  use  of  our  other  airports  would  help  to  relieve  some  of  the 
pressure  on  Logan.  A  number  of  options  should  be  weighed,  including  relocating  to  one  of 
the  state's  smaller  airports  a  portion  of  the  freight  traffic  and/or  the  private/corporate  jet 
traffic  that  currently  flows  through  Logan. 


•  The  Commonwealth  should  work  with  the  states  of  New  Hampshire  and  Rhode  l.l,„H  h 
respectively  to  Manchester  Airport  and  T  F  Greene  Aimnn  i  '  ''""'^ 
state  plan  for  manag.ng  ground'^nd  air  traffic  i    n  o7of  N  w  EnlTd'  AsT t""" 
and  freight  traflnc  in  the  region  increase  in  the  futur^  Lol  wM  I  no,  K  u 

Handle  a„  of  .he  air-tra^c  de.and  without  ass.s.an'cT.oX:;':  irVc^hC fsi:::^ 

•  ™:nr.r^^^^^^ 

establish  an  expanded  no.se  abatement  program,  mcludtn;",ncr;rd^t:^  ""MeZ 
sound-proofing  efforts.  Massport  and  the  Federal  Avi;,tinn  a^^-  •  .  ^or  residential 
expire  the  poss.bilit,  of  re,u^,„g  planes  ^^o^Z^^T^  ,f  n^et  t 
therefore  less  no.sy  or  else  to  have  been  retrofitted  for  no.se  reduction    I  understand  t^^t 

response  to  community  concerns  about  noise.  ^"cugmenea  in 

TdevX         " — 

'  i'f  I'h  °^  P"""^' *e  Draft  EIR/EIS  and  which  has  been  a 

part  of  the  pubhc  d.scuss.on  on  the  Airside  Improvements  Planninp  Pmi,.,  ^ 
which  ,  believe  w.„  no,  help  to  allev.ate  the  cu'r.ent"oT  e  a  "  to'g?n  A'^on'™ 

sman ""ai  l.rr'"'^'  '°  ^"""^  ~-  harm  o  so^rof  .h 

ZTr  °"'  '=8'°".         same  carriers  that  the  proposed  Runway  14/32  is 

spec.fically  des.gned  to  serve.  For  this  reason.  I  believe  that  peak  hour  pricmTwould  no,  h, 
an  appropnate  administrative  choice  for  Massport  at  this  point 

ne"  ork7^d  tit  "d'  ^r""™""'*  ""P™«  transportation 

from  downtown  Boston  and  beyond.  It  is  not  an  accident  th.,  ^""'^'V  ?^ 

=a^i;  t  o?drf™,r*  ^        r  ictsS;^^^^^^^^^^^^  o^ai: 


The  proposed  construction  of  Runway  14/32  and  the  Centerfield  Taxi  way  is  designed  to  alleviate 
current  weather-related  delays  only.  But  projections  show  a  growth  in  the  number  of  trips  to  and 
from  Logan,  growth  that  will  occur  regardless  of  whether  we  move  ahead  with  the  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project.  In  a  way,  this  is  a  good  problem,  because  it  demonstrates  what 
we  already  know:  that  the  Boston  area  is  a  wonderful  place  to  spend  time.   Our  rich  history 
thnvmg  fmancial,  educational,  and  health  care  sectors,  as  well  as  its  proximity  to  the  beaches  of 
Cape  Cod  and  the  ski  slopes  of  the  Berkshires  all  make  Boston  a  desirable  destination   The  new 
Convention  Center,  when  it  is  completed,  will  be  a  further  draw.   We  need  to  find  a  way  to 
balance  the  projected  and  potential  growth  at  Logan,  however,  with  the  quality  of  life  concerns  of 
the  cities  and  towns  under  the  Logan  flight  paths.  This  is  not  a  case  of  'build  it  and  they  will 
come,'  for  they  are  already  coming.  We  need  to  address  that  fact  in  a  manageable  efficient  and 
effective  way. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  we  must  think  about  the  long-term  ftiture  of  air  travel  in  New 
England,  and  that  requires  us  to  plan  more  broadly.  Therefore,  must  begin  to  incorporate  the 
Commonwealth's  smaller  airports  into  our  aviation  network,  whether  for  passengers  or  for 
freight,  and  we  must  look  beyond  our  borders  to  airports  in  our  neighboring  states. 

As  one  who  travels  through  Logan  Airport,  and  who  tries  to  understand  the  myriad  transportation 
programs  of  the  Commonwealth,  I  know  that  access  to  safe,  convenient,  and  affordable  air  travel 
IS  in  the  best  interest  of  Massachusetts  and  New  England  as  we  move  into  the  21st  century. 

It  is  my  hope  that  you  will  consider  my  thoughts  in  the  sincere  way  that  they  have  been  offered. 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Punning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  26 

MA  State  Representative  Joseph  C.  Sullivan 


Code 

26.1 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


Comment 


For  how  long  will  Runway  14/32  be  able  to  alleviate 
current  and  projected  delays? 


26.2 


Purpose  and 
Need 


Delay  If  we  choose  not  to  act  on  the  Airside  Improvements 

Planning  Project  at  this  juncture,  where  will  Massport  find 
itself  in  ten  years  or  twenty  years?  If  we  do  move  ahead 
;  with  the  proposed  plan,  will  this  be  the  final  piece  in  the 
overall  puzzle  of  modemizing  Logan? 


Response 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120.000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  talon,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowenng  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
overtime.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 


Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-tenn 
benefits  by  lowenng  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented:  the  more  benefits  will  accme 
over  time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 

Massport  has  developed  a  range  of  potential  future  traffic 
levels  for  planning  purposes.  For  a  vanety  of  reasons, 
Massport  believes  that  the  forecasts  described  as  1999  and 
2010  projections  in  the  Logan  Airside  Improvements 
Feasibility  Study,  Phase  I  Report  and  the  DEIS/EIR  will  not 
be  achieved  until  after  1999  and  2010,  respectively.  The 
Airport  is  likely  to  reach  29  million  passengers  (formeriy  the 
"1999"  forecast)  in  2003.  Developments  at  the  regional 
airports  and  Amtrak's  high  speed  Acela  Express  rail  service 
to  New  York  are  expected  to  further  slow  Logan  Airport's 
passenger  traffic  growth.  As  a  result.  Logan  Airport  is  now 
expected  to  reach  37.5  million  passengers  in  2015  and 
45  million  passengers  in  2024.  Thus  the  planning  forecasts 
that  underlie  the  delays  and  environmental  analyses  cover  a 
planning  penod  that  extends  beyond  2020.  Refer  to  Chapters 
1  and  4  of  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR  for  a 
complete  discussion  of  the  planning  forecasts. 


Letter  26:  MA  State  Representative  Joseph  C.  Sullivan 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

26.3 


Topic  1 

Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Airports 


Comment 

Massport  needs  to  recognize  the  importance  ol  taking  a 
long-term,  regional  approach  to  air  and  ground 
transportation  in  the  Commonwealth,  including  expanding 
the  use  of  the  airports  in  Worcester  and  New  Bedford. 


26.4 


Altematives 


Runway  14/32 


Any  discussKXi  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  must  indude 
conditions  lor  it  to  be  used  only  as  a  unidirectional  ojnway. 
Massport  must  now  derrwnstrate  to  the  communities  ol  ttie 
Citzens  Advisory  Committee  that  it  is  capable  of  making  and 
keeping  that  commitment 


Response 

Extensive  analysis  of  impacts  of  the  37.5  million  scenario  is 
discussed  in  detail  in  Chapters  5  and  6  ol  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Since  1995,  Massport  has  worked  closely  with  the 
City  o!  Worcester  to  aggressively  market  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  to  airlines.  Massport  increased  its 
involvement  with  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by  assuming 
operational  responsibility  of  the  airport  on  January  15, 2000. 
Since  January  2000  Massport  has  attracted  three  new 
airlines  to  Worcester  Regional  Airport.  Delta  Connection 
begsn  serving  Worcester  Regional  Airport  with  two  daily 
nonstop  roundtrip  flights  on  regional  jet  aircraft  to  Atlanta  on 
February  1, 2000  and  will  be  increasing  its  sen/ice  to  three 
daily  flights  in  Apnl  2001  On  July  6, 2000,  American  Eagle 
began  sen/ice  to  New  York  JFK  Airport  with  three  daily 
nonstop  roundtnp  flights  on  turboprop  aircraft.  In  February 
2001.  PanAm  began  daily  scheduled  service  from  Worcester 
to  Orlando  International  Airport.  Massport  is  in  ongoing 
discussions  with  other  earners  regarding  potential  new 
sen/ices  at  Worcester  Regional  Airport.  In  addition  to  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport,  Massport  has  pursued  a  variety 
ol  initiatives  to  promote  the  use  of  other  regional  airports  and 
travel  modes  with  the  goal  of  relieving  traffic  grovrth 
pressures  at  Logan  Airport.  For  example,  in  November  1999, 
Massport  and  Governor  Cellucci  co-sponsored  a 
Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  the  New  England 
Governors  and  transportation  officials.  The  Summit  focused 
on  pint  marketing  among  the  New  England  commercial 
service  airports  and  the  joint  promotion  of  rail  and  road 
initiatives  that  will  foster  an  efficient  and  balanced  regional 
transportation  system.  A  second  summit  was  held  in  Rhode 
Island  in  December  2000  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive  discussion  ol 
Massport's  regional  transportation  planning  initiatives. 
Massport  reports  on  the  status  of  the  New  Bedford 
Airport  Project  in  Section  2  6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
The  Runway  14'32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  {i.e.,  all  aircraft 
amvals  would  occur  over  Boston  Hartwr  to  the  Runway  32 
approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from  the  Runway  14 
heading  out  over  Boston  Hartwr).  State  approval  under  MEPA 
and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will  allow  Runway  14/32  to 
proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent  with  the  stated  unidirectional 
limitations.  Consistent  with  any  such  approvals,  Massport  will  light 
and  stnpe  Runway  14/32  to  accommodate  unidirectional 
operations  only. 

Furthennore,  ttie  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the  unidirectional  requirements 
of  that  improvement  concept.  The  Hyatt  Hotel  and 
Conference  Center,  which  is  1 74  feet  high,  is  within  1 ,300  feet  ol 
the  Runway  14.  The  location  ol  the  Hyatt  Hotel  and 
Conference  Center  invades  applicable  FAA  approach  surface 
requirements,  thereby  precluding  amvals  from  the  west  to  the 
Runway  14.  Another  factor  limiting  westerly  operations  on 
Runway  14/32  is  the  lack  of  available  fadlities  to  allow  airaaft  to 
taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  1 4/32  allow  maximum 
use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit  operational  impacts 
over  residential  areas.  To  stnctty  reinforce  these  important 
environmental  benefits,  Massport  has  designated  the  intended 
unidirectional  limitation  on  Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation 
measure.  We  antiapate  that  any  state  and  federal  approvals  will 
also  strictly  reinforce  the  unidirectional  limitations  intended  for 
Runway  14/32. 


Letter  26:  MA  State  Representative  Joseph  C.  Sullivan 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

26.5       Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 


26.6 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


26.7 


Noise 


Sound 
Insulation 


26.8 


Noise 


Hushkitted 
Aircraft 


Massport  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  must 
senously  consider  a  long-term  plan  to  expand  ttie  capacity 
of  the  Commonwealth's  other  airports,  including 
Worcester  Regional  Airport.  A  number  of  options  should 
be  weighed,  including  relocating  to  one  of  the  state's 
smaller  airports  a  portion  of  the  freight  traffic  and/or  the 
private/corporate  jet  traffic  that  currently  flows  through 
Logan. 


The  Commonwealth  should  work  with  the  states  of  New 
Hampshire  and  Rhode  Island,  home  respectively  to 
Manchester  Airport  and  T.F.  Greene  Airport,  to  develop  a 
comprehensive  tnstate  plan  for  managing  ground  and  air 
traffic  in  and  out  of  New  England. 

Massport  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  must 
establish  an  expanded  noise  abatement  program, 
including  increased  funding  for  residential  sound-proofing 
efforts. 


Massport  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  should 
also  explore  the  possibility  of  requiring  planes  using 
Logan's  facilities  to  either  be  new  and  therefore  less  noisy 
or  else  to  have  been  retrofitted  for  noise  reduction. 


Response 

While  Massport  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  development, 
operation  or  use  of  infrastructure  at  airports  other  than 
Logan  Airport,  Hanscom  Field,  and  Worcester  Regional 
Airport  (as  of  January  2000),  Massport  is  engaged  in 
promoting  the  use  of  other  alternative  regional  airports  and 
travel  modes  to  relieve  traffic  growth  pressures  at 
Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  response  to  Comment  26.3. 

Since  cargo  operations  account  for  only  tw/o  percent  of 
aircraft  activity  at  Logan  Airport  and  occur  dunng  off-peak 
hours,  cargo  operations  do  not  contribute  to  delays  at 
Logan  Airport. 

General  Aviation,  including  pnvate  jets  comprise  only  5 
percent  of  Logan  Airport  operations.  Congress  has 
specifically  forbidden  airport  operators  from  exercising  any 
discnminatory  action  against  any  class  of  airport  users. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  26.3. 


Logan  Airport  has  one  of  the  most  comprehensive  and 
progressive  sound  insulation  programs  of  any  airport  in  the 
country.  It  was  initiated  in  1980  before  any  airport  began 
receiving  federal  funding  to  soundproof  homes  under  FAR  Part 
150.  It  is  the  only  program  in  the  country  to  offer  residents  extra 
sound  insulation  treatment  in  a  "room  of  preference"  chosen  by 
the  homeowner  and  it  is  the  only  program  in  the  country 
attempting  to  receive  FAA  approval  to  expand  the  area  of 
eligibility  by  accounting  for  hill  effects.  In  addition,  as  of  the 
1999-2000  construction  season,  FAA  grants  covering 
80  percent  of  the  cost  of  sound  insulation  (paid  for  by  airline 
ticket  taxes),  combined  with  funds  provided  by  Massport 
through  Passenger  Facility  Charges  and  landing  fees,  had  fully 
funded  the  sound  insulation  of  all  eligible  dwelling  units  in 
Massport's  current  sound  insulation  program.  Despite  this 
accomplishment,  Massport  continues  to  seek  means  of 
expanding  its  sound  insulation  program  exclusive  of 
FAA's  decision  on  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  If  the  FAA 
approves  the  Prefen-ed  Altemative,  Massport  is  committed  to 
expanding  the  program  to  include  all  additionally  eligible 
residences. 


For  over  ten  years,  Massport  has  had  several  noise  rules  that 
have  increased  the  proportions  of  quieter  airplanes  in  the 
Logan  Airport  fleet.  However,  as  of  2000,  the  FAA  requires 
that  almost  all  commercial  aircraft  comply  with  the  Stage  3 
FAR  Part  36  noise  certification  standards  which,  up  to  now, 
have  only  applied  to  certain  new  aircraft  types.  As  a  result, 
almost  all  aircraft  in  the  Logan  Airport  fleet  in  2000  and 
subsequent  years  will  be  of  the  new  quiet.  Stage  3  types  or 
hushkitted  Stage  2  aircraft.  Section  5.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the  status  of  the  use  of  hushkitted 
Stage  3  aircraft  at  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  26;  MA  Slate  Representative  Joseph  C.  Sullivan 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


26.9 

i  ' 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

Masspori  should  also  work  with  the  impacted  communities 
to  consider  the  possibility  of  establishing  rules  about 
hniirQ  nf  nnprptinn  fnr  Riinw;)\/  14/"^?  that  arp  arrpntable 
to  the  residents  ol  those  communities  as  well  as  to  the 
airport.  Massport  currently  has  certain  rules  about  how 
late  planes  can  lly  in  and  out  ol  Logan;  those  rules  should 
be  strengthened  in  response  to  community  concerns 
about  noise 

The  intent  of  Massport's  Noise  Rules,  which  were  lirst  drafted 
in  the  1970s,  was  to  minimize  the  exposure  from 
Logan  Airport's  aircraft  operations  on  residential  areas.  Since  ; 
the  Massport  Noise  Rules  were  first  enacted,  the  National 
Noise  Policy  Act  (the  "Noise  Act")  was  enacted  as  Federal  j 
law  Under  the  Noise  Act.  future  amendments  to  Massport's  1 
Noise  Rules  or  other  types  of  airporl  access  restrictions  are  1 
sub)ect  to  FAA  review  and  require  completion  of  a  FAR  Part 
161  Study  Since  the  Noise  Act  was  enacted,  the  FAA  has 
not  approved  any  Part  161  access  restrictions  proposed  by 
airport  operators.  j 

j  26.10 

Regional 
Transportation 

Passenger  Rail 

It's  important  to  develop  precise  data  on  the  impact  ol 
Amtrak's  new  high-speed  rail  sen/ice  on  the  number  of 
people  using  Logan. 

The  analysis  of  regional  alternatives  presented  in  the 
Airside  Project  Drafi  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  relies  on  air  to  high-speed  rail  diversion  estimates 
published  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and  Section  4(f) 
Statement,  Northeast  Corridor  Improvement  Project, 
prepared  by  the  Federal  Rail  Administration  In  October  1994. 
In  preparing  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Masspori 
contacted  Amtrak  for  more  recent  estimates,  but  Amtrak  did 
not  have  any  updated  ridership  estimates  that  could  be 
released  to  Masspori.  Amtrak's  wntten  response  to 
Massport's  request  for  updated  ridership  numbers  is 
contained  in  Appendix  B  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

j~26.11 

1 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

The  Issue  ol  peak-hour  pricing,  which  is  covered  in  the 
Draft  EIR/EIS  and  which  has  been  a  part  of  the  public 
discussion  on  the  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project, 
is  a  mechanism  which  1  believe  will  not  help  to  alleviate 
the  curent  problem  of  delays  at  Logan  Airport.  Peak-hour 
pricing  may  do  economic  harm  to  some  of  the  10  smaller 
airlines  serving  our  region,  those  same  earners  that  the 
proposed  Runway  14/32  is  specifically  designed  to  serve. 
For  this  reason,  1  believe  that  peak-hour  pncing  would  not 
be  an  appropnate  administrative  choice  for  Massport  at 
this  point. 

Refer  to  Section  4  5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  lor  an 
expanded  discussion  of  PPP.  An  exemption  program 
designed  to  protect  sen/ices  to  small  communities  most 
reliant  on  Boston  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system  is  descnbed  in  Section  4.5.3  ol  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  The  section  provides  an  illustrative  exemption 
program  and  its  impact  on  the  delay  reduction  potential  of 
PPP. 

The  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows  that,  because  PPP 
eliminates  a  small  number  of  small  aircraft  operations,  it  does 

not  produce  any  environmental  benefits  or  impacts.  The 
potential  impact  of  PPP  on  the  fleet  mix  at  Logan  Airport  is 
discussed  in  Section  4  5.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  4.5.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program.  Previous  attempts  at 
differential  landing  fee  programs  at  Logan  Airport  and  the 
analysis  presented  in  the  1993  Strategic  Assessment  Report  ' 
are  described  in  Section  3.5  ol  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  ; 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect  j 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston  |: 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption  \ 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benelits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  sen/ice  in  the  peak  penod  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak  ; 
penod  surcharge  without  a  matenal  impact  on  the  delay  | 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  served  by  Logan  Airport,  as  ; 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 


Letter  26:  MA  State  Representative  Joseph  C.  Sullivan 


TIMOTHY  J.  TOOMEY.  Jr 
STATE  REPRESENTATIVE  ICTTCDO^ 

29rH  MIDDLESEX  DISTRICT  LC  I   I  Ln   /  /  r  Chairman 

SOMERVIULE- CAMBRIDGE  »   t  I  ^°"^'^'"ee  on  Public  Sale.y 

TEL  (6.7)  722  2230  ROOM  39.  STATE  HOUSE 

E-Mail: 

RepT,mothyToomey©housestaie.ma.us 

April  21,  1999 

Robert  Durand,  Secretary 

^^^C.  "^^'f'^T'"'  ^^^'^  of  Environmental  Affairs 
1 00  Cambndge  Street,  20th  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 

LesarLAireailExeaMio^   

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

proposed  expansL  of  Los^^rhTv^  °  h^""  '■"emaUonal  Ain,ort  (Logan).  TTie 

annually.  However  ™  h'tTn^     \  ^        "  ^PP™''™'"'^")'  6.000  operalions 

noise  and  air  po     iorwm  r  p,ri,  "'T'™'  -  -""-8         97  1 

Sp  f;™:::^3*r^^^^^^^  27? 

would  providTdoe™r,  wa,l,fh~  """^"""'^  "P»='™  P™P°-1 

.he  conLunitie.  .0  r^tTrfLogr  "     ""^"^  ^'^'^-"^  °f 


lagee  that  tie  Commonweaiih  has  to  take  action  to  address  the  problem  of  increased  air 
^c  m  eastern  Massachusetts.  best  way  to  do  this,  however,  is  to  foUow  t^^f 
seco^Hr"""'"  V°  ^-^^        City  and  Washin^on  DC  hrve 

secondary  a,^ons  tha,  can  handle  ,he  increasing  demand  for  air  travel,  1,  is  time  for  the 
C_weal,h  to  explore  the  possibility  of  expanding  one  of  the  regional  a  mor. 
already  ,n  existence.  This  will  accomplish  two  major  goals:  decreasing  demaTd  at  Loo,„ 
and  more  equitably  dis.ribu.ing  air  trafHc  throughout  the  Commonwealth  Such  a 
solutton  would  be  beneficial  ,o  the  business  interests  as  well  as  the  h  ma^  in  eres  s 

oTi^i :^Le"°"'^    ^^"^  ^    — :xpi,on 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  very  important 


Sincerely  Yours, 


matter. 


TimothV^JrTdOmey  Jr. 
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Letter  27 

MA  State  Representative  Timothy  J.  Toomey 

Response 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  significantly 
expanded  in  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Low-income  and  minonty  populations  were  defined  in 
accordance  with  Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S. 
DOT  Final  Order,  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's 
guidance  on  Environmental  Justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis 
of  low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include 
households  at  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis 
found  that  there  is  no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate 
impact  to  low-income  and  minority  populations  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Altemative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Altemative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  Mitigation  of  the  increased 
noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  will  be  provided  to 
affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential  sound 
insulation. 

The  environmental  justice  analysis  found  no 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  to  low-income 
and  minonty  populations  from  direct  project  impacts.  Refer  to 
Section  6.2  and  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
respectively,  for  additional  information  on  noise  impacts  and 
environmental  justice. 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  njnway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Altemative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1 998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accme 
overtime.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 


uoae     lopid  Topic  2 

27.1       Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


Comment 


With  the  proposed  expansion,  runway  33L  usage-and  the 
resulting  noise  and  air  pollution-will  triple.  It  is  unfair  to 
require  the  predominantly  working  class  neighborhoods  to 
the  west  of  Logan  to  shoulder  so  much  of  the  burden  of 
the  proposed  expansion. 


Analysis  Planning  Another  major  problem  with  the  proposed  expansion  of 

Assumptions       Period  Logan  is  the  fact  that  at  best  this  is  a  temporary  solution 

to  the  delay  problems  there.  By  2005  Logan  will 
experience  as  many,  if  not  more  delays  than  in  1 998  with 
the  proposed  expansion,  according  to  (Passport's  own 
estimates.  The  short  tenn  relief  that  [Passport's  expansion 
proposal  would  provide  does  not  warrant  the  permanent 
loss  of  quality  of  life  for  the  residents  of  the  communities 
,  to  the  West  of  Logan. 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

27.3       Regional  Regional  It  is  time  lor  the  Commonwealth  to  explore  the  possibility 

of  expanding  one  of  the  regional  airports  already  in 
existence.  This  will  accomplish  two  major  goals: 
decreasing  demand  at  Logan  and  more  equitably 
distnbuting  air  tratlic  throughout  the  Commonwealth. 


Response 

Logan  Aiiport  is  pari  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that  service 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  pari  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  full  use  of  other  options,  including 
high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market,  New  York. 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  This  analysis  supports  the  conclusion  greater  use 
of  the  regional  airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the 
service  area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to 
Logan  Airport.  Since  demand  within  Logan  Airport's  pnmary 
service  area  will  remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other 
regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside 
projects  at  Logan  Airport. 

Since  1995,  Massport  has  worked  closely  with  the 
City  of  Worcester  to  aggressively  market  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  to  airlines.  Massport  increased  its 
involvement  with  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by  assuming 
operational  responsibility  of  the  airport  on  January  15, 2000. 
Since  January  2000  Massport  has  attracted  three  new 
airlines  to  Worcester  Regional  Airport.  Delta  Connection 
began  serving  Worcester  Regional  Airport  with  two  daily 
nonstop  roundtnp  flights  on  regional  jet  aircraft  to  Atlanta  on 
February  1 , 2000  and  will  be  increasing  its  service  to  three 
daily  flights  in  Apnl  2001 .  On  July  6,  2000,  American  Eagle 
began  service  to  New  York  JFK  Airporl  with  three  daily 
nonstop  roundtnp  flights  on  turtoprop  aircraft.  In  February 
2001.  PanAm  began  daily  scheduled  service  from  Worcester 
to  Orlando  International  Airport.  Massport  is  in  ongoing 
discussions  with  other  earners  regarding  potential  new 
services  at  Worcester  Regional  Airport.  In  addition  to  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport.  Massport  has  pursued  a  variety 
of  initiatives  to  promote  the  use  of  other  regional  airports  and 
travel  modes  with  the  goal  of  relieving  traffic  growth 
pressures  al  Logan  Airport.  For  example,  in  November  1999, 
Massport  and  Governor  Cellucci  co-sponsored  a 
Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  the  New  England 
Governors  and  transportation  officials.  The  Summit  focused 
on  joint  marketing  among  the  New  England  commercial 
sen/ice  airports  and  the  joint  promotion  of  rail  and  road 
initiatives  that  will  foster  an  efficient  and  balanced  regional 
transportation  system.  A  second  summit  was  held  in  Rhode 
Island  in  December  2000.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive  discussion  of 
Massport's  regional  transportation  planning  initiatives. 
Massport  disagrees  that  its  record  in  diverting  traffic  to  other 
airports  is  unsuccessful. 


Letter  27:  MA  State  Representative  Timothy  J.  Toomey 


COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

MASSACHUSETTS  SENATE 

STATt  HOUSE.  BOSTON  02I33-1053 


SENATOR  ROBERT  E.  TRAVAGLINI 
Suffolk  and  Middlesex 
District 

=!OOm  5  I  I 
Tel  (6  17)  722- 1  634 
Fax  (617)  722-1076 


LETTER  28 


SENATE  MAJORITY  ' 


April  22,  1999 


Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  St.,  20*^  Fl. 
Boston  MA  02202 


Dear  Secretary  Durand: 


I  write  to  offer  comment  on  Massport's  Draft  FfR/FTc:  A ^      a-  , 

Project  -  EOEA  No.  10458  The  pm^ose  o^Vhfc  ^^'"'^  Irnprovements  Planning 

International  Airport  No  matter  Wr!      ?   ^Tf' "^^^^^  operations  at  Logan 

allow  Massport  S  fly  ^r^lZ^^ ^^^^^^^^^^  otherw.se,  this  /roject  would 

Logan  Ain^ort  does  nothmg^o  en^^cT^rauii^  of /h'^'      "  '^""''^'^^^  of  a  new  runway  at 

has  the  ability  to'  be  very  destrucUvT      '  ^^  .^     ^  environment,  and  in  truth  potentially 

solution  fail  t5  ring  tni^arMX^'s  pr^^^^  ^'"^      ^^^^  -  ^  -gional  ' 

address  the  need  for  increased  use  of  HSom  Fie  d  "d  Wo      f  '^^^^'^'^  P'-  - 

J^Cl^a^  to  hLST ^"S^rr  exisnng  cargo  operations 

make  both  air  fields  viable  alterna"^^!  i^^^^r  ^'^^^^  ^^^^  -''J 

placed  on  developing  and  marketing  other  aZ^rt  TJ"' J"  '1^'^^°"'        ^"^P^^^^  should  be 
Bedford,  Providence  RI  and  M^er  N^^^^  ""'^  '-'"^-g-"  New 

J^mg^™  3  ^  r  ^-"^ 

Boston?  The  reaMssue  is  when  is  e^gh    n^^^^^^  ^T'  ^^^^^  South 

stop  gap  measll^iili^will  be  meanSs  unon  P^^P^^^d  by  Massport  are 

supposed  to  assist  in  reducing  d^  aT  at  Lo.an  .  P^^J^^t.  The  proposal  is 

inevitable  delays  caused  by  New  E^gld  S^^^^^^^^^^  "  "°  ^^^^^'"^ 

"ves  Which  might  be  solved  aLniZI^:^ 


f.'^r'^  M^"'^?"^  ^^.^^  neighborhood  and  docs  not  reduce  noise  but  redistributes  it 
lemporanly  and  results  in  increased  noise  and  operations  in  the  long  term. 

In  the  document  Massport  states  that  "Alternatives  1  and  1 A  will  allow  for  increased  utilization 
thaf  th?'?  — PRAS  goals."  Then  the  report  goes  on  to^t^ 

and  75  DNL  contours),  but  will  increase  the  noise  exposed  population  at  65  dB  or  greater  for  all 
.cenanos  in  companson  to  Altemat.ve  4."  The  No  Action  scenario  appears  to  have  les  noise 
.mpact  on  the  affected  connnunh.es  than  any  so-called  benefit  denved  from  constructing  a  new 
mnway.  There  ts  also  the  question  of  Massport's  definition  of  "noise  impact  areas''  does  this 
refer  only  to  residences  located  within  "noise  contour"  areas  which  are  defined  by  Masspon  and 
submitted  to  the  FAA  or  does  this  reflect  residences  which  are  actually  recei ving  highTevefs  of 
noise  which  c^  be  documented  by  actu^  data^  Complaints  of  increased  noise  seem  to  indicate 
many  more  residences  being  impacted  than  are  currently  subject  to  mitigation  measures  by 
Massport  or  located  within  a  "sound  contour".  Mucasures  oy 

r!Llt  in  3^^""''''?;^''^'     ""'''''"^  P^^'"^'^^  ^^^"^''"g  Logan  Airport  will 

result  in  more  hours  of  delay  than  are  experienced  today,  even  with  the  addition  of  a  new 

mnway.  Runway  14/32  does  not  begin  to  address  the  real  problem  -  that  Logan  Airport  is 
™achuse^'  "  '"^''^  °^P--g-  -ho'^wisi  to  fiy 

I  also  have  many  concerns  relating  to  the  actual  construction  of  the  new  nmway  the  preferred 
options  require  a  waiver  from  certain  FAA  minimum  safety  requirements.  Tliis  requires  further 
explanation  and  Options  A  and  B  which  impact  the  Hyatt  Harborside  Hotel  and  Boston  Harbor 
'7-^  °"  ^^l^^'^-  P^y-^  —-^s  of  building  ' 

d^tln  th  11  ?f  ^  '  ""''^    '^"'^  ^  ^PP^°P"^^-  id--  to  build  In 

addition,  hroughout  the  document  Massport  contends  that  if  the  new  rxmway  isn't  built  that 

Logan  will  ^become  an  airport  that  operates  primarily  in  a  North-South  configuration"  This  is 
the  current^state  of  operations  at  Logan  Airport,  not  something  that  will  be  created  bv  an  action 
or  inaction  on  the  part  of  Logan.  ■ 

ot  significant  construction  occumng  in  a  very  small  area.  The  CATV  project  will  be  at  oeak  ' 
construction  in  200 1 ,  with  other  construction  activities  happening  concurrently  with  va^ous 
projects  at  Logan  which  if  the  project  is  approved  would  i^^clude  constniction  of  1 '/irrd 
consmiction  of  the  centerfield  taxiway.  Cumulative  truck  traffic,  even  if  diverted  from  local 
ha^e^'r  t'""      -dj°'"^"8/<^^idential  street  network.  CAfT  and  Logan  road  construction  will 
have  a  significant  impact  on  how  trucks  would  access  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  and  Route  1^ 
an  extremely  congested  roadway).  Without  having  a  better  sense  of  the  destination  of  a  1  the 
anticipated  truck  traffic  it  becomes  difficult  to  assess  the  impact  to  air  quality  from  idl  ng  and 
mcreased  congestion  on  the  various  roadways  to  and  from  Logan. 

TTie  plan  also  requires  that  a  significant  amount  of  matenal  be  excavated  totaling  777  000  cubic 
yards.  There  is  no  mention  of  how  stockpiles  would  be  treated,  what  is  Masspon's  plan  to 
reduce  fugitive  dust  from  these  matenals?  7T.e  DEIS/EIR  does  not  present  a  compreh^n  ive 


2 


view  of  the  total  amount  of  excavate  offn»  ,  j  <^ 

occumng  conctiirently,  and  does  not  d«,n  1  5°"  '^f  <='"^<:tion  projects 

accomplish  most  of  the  major  ™ea^'*'?'^^        Also,  Masspott  hopes  to 
first  quaner  of  2000  and  200 1  DusTconZr  centerfield  taxiway  during  the 

achieve  with  only  ,he  use  of  water  CsZT,r''"''f'     '^^"""^      *'«="l> '° 
dunng  these  winter  months  to  prevenuhe  accull  r  """"r  r"  ^'^''.Hzers 
-racked  across  ^nways  and  onfo  -he"  u^undrgtra^'syr:™'  ^= 

m,t,gat,on  measures,  including  sound  curtains  i  Seded  I,  t  '^"7™'' 
volaung  noise  levels  he  included  in  any  contr^T^at' 'ITrnZre:;  ^^^^^^^^^ 

o~ts;:orra=^^^ 

personal  vehicles,  especially  when  worng^Z  orw  "^"^ 
included  in  any  contract  to  address  any  pottntial  vioLlions  P^^"'" 

^rrPofAutn,y^^tt"^^^^^^^  ™P-ed  communit,es 

place  restricung  the  t^e  of  the^wt  Zuoutr 

there  is  no  guarantee  that  any  o^hrori^l^^Ve      ,^  ^'""'^  ^^^^ 

foture  when  there  will  be  an  attempt  to  Ufi  tie,?  ,       '"  *e 
guarantee  for  mitigation.  ^  restncfons,  and  there  is  never  any  long  term 

the  Dmft  EIR/EIS  ^      constmctton  of  a  new  mnway.  I  would  urge  you  to  reject 

Sincerely, 


ROBERT  E.  TRAVAGLINI 
Senate  Majority  Whip 
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Code 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Letter  28 

MA  State  Senator  Robert  E.  Travaglini 


Comment 


Massport,  and  the  administration,  should  begin  by 
relocating  certain  existing  cargo  operations  from  Logan  to 
Hanscom  and  to  make  infrastructure  improvements  to 
Worcester  Airport  that  will  make  both  air  fields  viable 
alternatives  to  Logan  Airport.  In  addition,  more  emphasis 
should  be  placed  on  developing  and  marketing  other 
airports  in  the  New  England  area  including:  New  Bedford, 
Providence,  Rl  and  Manchester,  NH. 


Response 

cargo  operations  account  for  only  two  percent  of  aircraft 
activity  at  Logan  Airport  and  occur  during  off-peak  hours, 
cargo  operations  do  not  contribute  to  delays  at 
Logan  Airport. 

Since  1 995,  Massport  has  worked  dosety  with  the  City  of 
Worcester  to  aggressively  mar1<et  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  to 
airlines.  Massport  inaeased  its  involvement  with  the 

.  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by  assuming  operational  responsibility 
of  the  airport  on  January  1 5, 2000.  By  its  agreement  with  the 
City  of  Worcester,  Massport  could  assume  ownership  of  the 
Worcester  Regional  Nrpoa  by  2005.  On  Febaiary  1 , 2000, 
Delta  Connection  began  serving  Worcester  Regional  Airport  v#i 
two  daily  nonstop  roundtnp  flights  on  regional  jet  aircraft  to  Atlanta. 

;  On  July  6, 2000,  Amencan  Eagle  began  service  to  New  York 
JFK  Airport  with  three  daily  nonstop  roundtrip  fights  on 
turtxjprop  aircraft  Massport  is  in  ongoing  discussions  with  other 
carriers  regarding  potential  new  services  at  Worcester  Regional 
Airport.  In  addition,  MassHighway  is  analyzing  alternative  highway 
routes  that  would  improve  surface  access  from  1-90  and  1-290  to  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  filed  an  ENF  in  December  1999. 
They  have  begun  the  preparation  of  a  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
for  these  improvements.  In  addition,  Massport  has  pursued  a 
variety  of  initiatives  to  promote  the  use  of  other  alternative  regional 
airports  and  travel  modes  with  the  goal  of  relieving  traffic  growth 
pressures  at  Logan  Airport  For  example,  in  November  1 999, 
Massport  and  Governor  Cellucd  co-sponsored  a  Regional 
Transportation  Summit  of  the  New  England  Governors  and 

_|Hnsportatiorioffidafe^  


Letter  28;  MA  State  Senator  Robert  E.  Travaglini 
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Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

28.2  Noise 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


i  26.3 


Noise 


Comment 

II  runway  14/32  is  supposed  to  be  a  regional  solution,  then 
why  IS  the  brunt  ol  airport  operations  being  borne  by 
residents  of  East  Boston,  Winthrop.  Revere,  Chelsea,  the 
South  End  and  South  Boston?  Massports  "preferred 
altemative"  instead,  does  not  reduce  noise  but  redistnbutes 
it  temporanly  and  results  in  increased  noise  and  operations 
in  the  long  temi. 


Model 


Does  Massport's  definition  ol  "noise  impact  areas"  refer 
only  to  residences  located  within  "noise  contour"  areas 
which  are  defined  by  Massport  and  submitted  to  the  FAA  or 
does  this  reflect  residences  which  are  actually  receiving 
high  levels  of  noise  which  can  be  documented  by  actual 
data?  Complaints  of  maeased  noise  seem  to  indicate 
many  more  residences  being  impacted  than  are  cun'ently 
subject  to  mitigation  measures  by  Massport  or  located 
Within  a  "sound  contour'. 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  projects  that  the 
Preferred  Alternative  would  promote  runway  use  in  a  manner 
that  is  more  consistent  with  annual  PRAS  goals  The  total 
number  of  departures  from  Runway  27  (over  South  Boston, 
Roxbury,  and  Jamaica  Plain)  would  increase,  but  the  number 
of  equivalent  jet  operations  would  remain  essentially  the  same. 
The  difference  in  these  communities  would  be  fewer  nighttime 
operations  and  more  daytime  operations  but  the  same  noise 
impacts  Total  departures  from  Runway  SSL  and  arrivals  to 
Runway  15R  (over  East  Boston  and  Chelsea)  would  increase, 
but  most  of  these  are  non-jets.  These  runway  operations  are 
currently  running  well  below  the  PRAS  goals,  and  the 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  allow  the  controllers  to 
approach,  but  still  remain  below  the  annual  goals  for  these 
operations.  Additionally,  by  increasing  the  number  of 
operations  over  water,  Runway  14/32  would  reduce  the  total 
annual  hours  of  dwell  and  persistence  over  populated  areas  in 
accordance  with  short-term  PRAS  goals. 

Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels 
have  been  reported  in  Logan  Airport's  various  GEIRs  and 
Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  close-in 
locations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1 996  through 
modification  of  source  levels  to  better  account  lor  over-water 
sound  propagation  and  apparent  use  of  higher  engine  power 
settings  than  are  normally  assumed  in  the  noise  model's 
database  (Refer  to  Appendix  F  of  the  Logan  Airport  1996 
Arinual  Update).  In  1998,  differences  between  measured  and 
modeled  noise  t)ecame  even  less  vi/hen  Massport  upgraded  its 
monitonng  system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by 
aircraft  -  a  metnc  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure 
levels  predicted  by  the  noise  model.  At  sites  having  exposure 
levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this  improvement  to  the  monitonng 
system  brought  measured  and  modeled  DNL  values  to  within 
0.2  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to  Chapter  6  of  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  Environmental  Status  and  Planning  Report).  Massport 
continues  to  investigate  possible  causes  for  remaining 
differences  (such  as  from  hill  effects)  and  continues  to  pursue 
FAA  approval  of  noise  model  adjustments  that  would  permit 
expansion  of  its  sound  insulation  program  to  include  the  effects 
of  terrain.  Massport  also  expects  to  extend  eligibility  lines  to 
include  boundanes  that  follow  local  streets  rather  than  stnct 
noise  contour  lines.  Nevertheless,  Massport  continues  to 
believe  that  the  FAA's  INM  noise  model  used  in  the 
Airside  Project  noise  analyses  accurately  represents  expected 
noise  exposure. 

To  the  extent  that  federal  regulations  permit  and  that  funding  is 
available,  the  proposed  soundproofing  program  will  include:  (i) 
not  only  all  residences  that  fall  within  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative's 
65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour  when  compared  to  the 
Airside  Projects  No  Action  Alternative's  55  dB  Day-Night 
Sound  Level  contour,  but  also  (ii)  those  residences  that  fall 
within  the  1998  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour  as 
presented  in  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update.  For  the 
eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund  building  code  upgrades, 
to  the  extent  necessary,  to  implement  soundproofing 
improvements. 

While  not  related  to  Airside  Project  impacts,  Massport  commits 
to  begin  discussions  with  the  FAA  with  the  goal  of  instituting 
local  or  national  restnctions  on  the  use  of  hushkitted  Stage  3 
aircraft  at  Logan  Airport.  Massport  reports  on  the  status  of 
those  consultations  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental 
Status  and  Planning  Report  (previously  GEIR). 
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Code 

Topic!           Topic  2           Comment  Response 

;  28.4 
28.5 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

Runway  14/32  does  not  begin  to  address  the  real 
problem  -  that  Logan  Airport  is  overextended  and  will  not 

:  be  able  to  handle  the  projected  number  of  passengers 

1  who  wish  to  fly  to  Massachusetts. 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as 
high  as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano. 
The  Preferred  Altennative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in 
the  future  37,5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact 
of  the  regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is 
not  expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
:  efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
:  over  time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
;  shows  that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as 
traffic  levels  increase. 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

,  Options  A  and  B  which  impact  the  Hyatt  Harborside  Hotel 
1  and  Boston  Harbor,  respectively,  should  not  even  be  on 
1  the  table. 

Refer  to  Section  3.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  which  I 
clearly  states  that  Option  C  is  the  preferred  layout  for 
Runway  14/32. 

28.6 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

Massport  contends  that  if  the  new  mnway  isn't  built  that 
^  Logan  will  "become  an  airport  that  operates  primarily  in  a 
\  North-South  configuration".  This  is  the  current,  state  of 
operations  at  Logan  Airport,  not  something  that  will  be 
created  by  an  action  or  inaction  on  the  part  of  Logan. 

Logan  Airport  cun-ently  operated  in  a  north-south 
configuration  70  percent  of  the  time.  Without  Runway  14/32, 
it  would  operate  in  a  north-south  direction  more  than  90 
percent  of  the  time  under  the  future  scenarios. 

28.7 

Construction 
Period 

Other  major 
Projects 

The  DEIS/EIR  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  seems  to 
minimize  the  reality  of  significant  construction  occurring  in 
a  very  small  area.  The  CA/T  project  will  be  at  peak 
construction  in  2001,  with  other  construction  activities 
happening  concurrently  with  various  projects  at  Logan, 
which  if  the  project  is  approved  would  include  construction 
of  14/32  and  construction  of  the  centerlield  taxiway. 
Cumulative  truck  traffic,  even  if  diverted  from  local  streets, 
impacts  the  adjoining  residential  street  network.  C/VT  and 
Logan  road  construction  will  have  a  significant  impact  on 
how  trucks  would  access  the  Ted  Williams  Tunnel  and 
Route  1  A  (an  extremely  congested  roadway).  Without 
having  a  better  sense  of  the  destination  of  all  the 
anticipated  truck  traffic  it  becomes  difficult  to  assess  the 
impact  to  air  quality  from  idling  and  increased  congestion 
on  the  various  roadways  to  and  from  Logan. 

The  cumulative  construction  impacts  associated  with  the  I 
airside  projects  occumng  simultaneously  with  the 
Central  Artery/Tunnel  (CA/T)  construction  and  other  projects 
at  Logan  Airport  and  in  East  Boston  are  not  anticipated  to  be 
significant  because  of  project  coordination  and  mitigation 
programs  that  will  reduce  construction  period  impacts.  The 
peak  cumulative  construction  traffic  would  occur  in  2003, 
mostly  as  a  result  of  concurrent  CA/T  constmction  on  the  f 
airport.  Tnjck  traffic  associated  with  constaiction  decreases 
significantly  after  2003  as  CA/T  construction  on  the  airport  is  ! 
completed.  Refer  to  Section  7.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  cumulative 
construction  impacts.  A  discussion  of  the  constaiction  phasing, 
truck  trips,  and  mitigation  measures  to  be  employed  during 
construction  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  presented  in 
Section  6.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  volume  of  soil  to  be  excavated  has  been  reduced  as  a  result  1 
of  the  on-going  removal  of  stockpiled  CAH"  soil  matenal  from 
Govemors  Island,  and  the  findings  of  a  subsurface  investigation 
program  that  much  of  the  existing  soil  matenal  on  the  airport  is 
suitable  for  constaiction  and  therefore  does  not  have  to  be 
removed.  Section  6.7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes 
the  cun-ent  project  amount  of  soils  to  be  excavated  for  offsite 
disposal  and  reuse  and  also  discusses  recent  soil 
charactenzation  analyses  and  updates  the  Draft  EIS/  EIR 
analysis  of  soil  reuse  alternatives.  Section  7.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  outlines  other  constaiction  projects 
occumng  concunently  and  Section  8.5  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  describes  the  constojction  phase  mitigation  controls  1 
to  minimize  fugitive  dust. 

28.8 

Construction 

Soils 

The  plan  also  requires  that  a  significant  amount  of  material  be 
excavated  totaling  777,000  cubic  yards.  There  is  no  mention  of 
how  stockpiles  would  be  treated,  what  is  Massporf  s  plan  to 
reduce  fugitive  dust  from  these  matenals?  The  DEIS/EIR  does 
not  present  a  comprehensive  view  of  the  total  amount  of 
excavate  generated  from  the  total  number  of  construction 
projects  occurring  concurrently,  and  does  not  detail  the 
disposal  plan.  Also,  Massport  hopes  to  accomplish  most  of  the 
major  construction  on  the  runway  and  the  centerfield  taxiway 
during  the  first  quarter  of  2000  and  2001 .  Dust  control  would 
potentially  be  dangerous  and  difficult  to  achieve  with  only  the 
use  of  water.  Massport  should  consider  the  use  of  chemical 
soil  stabilizers  dunng  these  winter  months  to  prevent  the 
accumulation  of  frozen  mud  and  ice  which  can  be  tracked 
across  runvrays  and  onto  the  sunrounding  roadway  system. 

28.9 

Construction 

NoisG 

1  have  serious  concerns  relative  to  nighttime  work  and  would 
expect  that  every  measure  would  be  taken  to  reduce  noise  at 
the  source  and  would  request  the  use  of  all  appropriate  noise 
mitigation  measures,  including  sound  curtains,  as  needed.  It 
is  important  that  penalties  for  violating  noise  levels  be 
included  in  any  contract  for  any  airside  improvement  projecL 

The  DEP  identifies  two  criteria  against  which  constnjction  noise 
can  be  judged:  it  cannot  increase  ambient  levels  by  more  than 
ten  dB,  and  it  cannot  produce  a  "Tjure  tone"  condition. 

The  analysis  of  nighttime  construction  noise  levels  does  not 
show  any  significant  impact  from  constnjction  noise,  since  no 
pure  tone  noise  is  allowed  to  be  emitted  from  constajction 
equipment  such  as  back-up  alams,  as  specified  in  Massport's 
constiojction  mitigation  guidelines. 

Letter  28:  MA  State  Senator  Robert  E.  Travaglini 
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Code     Topic  1 

28.10  Construction 


28.11  Alternatives 


Topic  2  Comment 

Traffic  While  I  am  pleased  to  see  that  Massport  would  require  a 

transportation  management  plan  by  contractors  I  am  still 
concerned  atiout  construction  workers  utilizing  bcal  streets  to 
park  their  personal  vehicles,  especially  when  working  a  late 
,  shift  or  weekends.  There  must  t»e  penalties  included  in  any 

contract  to  address  any  potential  violations. 

Runway  14/32     Massport  talks  about  a  possible  Memorandum  of 

Understanding  between  impacted  communities  and  the 
Port  Authonty  to  "ensure"  that  14/32  is  unidirectional  and 
that  protections  remain  in  place  restricting  the  use  of  the 
mnway  An  MOD  is  only  as  good  as  the  people  who  craft 
it,  and  there  is  no  guarantee  that  any  ol  the  onginal 
parlies  will  still  be  in  positions  of  power  in  the  future  when 
there  will  be  an  attempt  to  lift  these  restnctions,  and  there 
is  never  any  long  term  guarantee  for  mitigation. 


Response 

The  construction  contract  for  the  Airside  Project  will  prohibit 
constnjction  parking  on  local  streets.  The  selected  contractor  will 
be  required  to  develop  a  transportation  management  plan  that 
addresses  compliance  with  the  parking  restnctions.  This 
transportation  management  plan  will  be  subject  to  the  review  and 
approval  of  Massport. 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations 
only  (i.e..  all  aircraft  arnvals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor 
to  the  Runway  32  approach  and  all  departures  would  Initiate 
from  the  Runway  14  heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State 
approval  under  MEPA  and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will 
allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations.  Consistent  with  any 
such  approvals.  Massport  will  light  and  stnpe  Runway  14/32 
to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 

Furthermore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32 
involves  physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the  unidirectional 
requirements  ol  that  improvement  concept.  The  Hyatt  Hotel 
and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is  within 
1 .300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the  Hyatt  Hotel 
and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable  FAA  approach 
surlace  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby  precluding  arrivals 
from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another  factor  limiting 
westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack  of  available 
facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow 
maximum  use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit 
operational  impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  stnctly 
reinforce  these  important  environmental  benefits,  Massport 
has  designated  the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  on 
Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation  measure.  We  anticipate  that 
any  state  and  federal  approvals  will  also  stnctly  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  limitations  intended  for  Runway  14/32. 


Letter  28:  MA  State  Senator  Robert  E.  Travaglini 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE  HOUSE.  BOSTON  02  1  33- 1  054 


ERIC  T.  TURKINGTON 
STATE  REPRESENTATIVE 
BARNSTABLE.  DUKES  & 
NANTUCKET  DISTRICT 


LETTER  29 


Vice  Cfiairman 
Comminee  on  Natural  Resources 
and  Agnculture 


Barnstable.  Chilmark.  Eogartown 

Falmouth.  Gay  head.  Gosnold 
Nantucket.  Oak  BLUFrs.  TisauRr 

WEST  TiSeURY  &  YARMOUTH 


ROOM  473F.  STATE  HOUSE 
TEL.  (617)  722-2210 
Fax  (617)  722-2339 
nep.EricTun<ingion©house.staie.ma.us 


April  6,  1999 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
Cambridge  Street,  20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley, 

I  am  writing  in  regards  to  the  Massport's  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Repoil/Enviroimiental  Impact  Statement  as  it  pertains  to  the  Logan  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project.  ^irsiae 

Although  I  believe  that  Massport's  preferred  alternative  is  a  reasonable  response  in 
Sincerely, 

ERIC  T.  TURKINGTJ^ 
State  Representative 


29, 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  29 

MA  State  Senator  Eric  T.  Turkington 


Code     Topic  1 


29.1 


Alternatives 


Topic  2  Comment 

Peak  Period  ...  I  am  concerned  about . . .  [Massport's]  decision  to  keep 
Pncing  Its  option  to  implement  peak  penod  pricing  should  that 

become  necessary.  As  Massport's  study  shows,  peak 
penod  pricing  would  have  a  particulariy  negative  impact 
on  unaffiliated  earners  sen/ing  the  Cape  and  Islands, 
since  charges  could  increase  by  up  to  1000%  for  landing 
and  take-offs  dunng  peak  peak-travel  times.  Unaffiliated 
carriers  would  be  forced  to  raise  ticket  prices  by  up  to 
50%  or  deal  with  a  negative  profit  margin,  which  could 
lead  to  a  reduction  of  service  or  even  bankmptcy.  Loss  of 
airiine  service  could  further  result  in  job  loss,  increased 
traffic  congestion,  and  a  crippled  tounsm  industry  for 
Cape  Cod  and  the  Islands.  As  such,  peak  period  pricing 
should  not  be  implemented. 


Response 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
updated  discussion  of  PPP  at  Logan  Airport  and  an  analysis 
of  the  implications  of  an  illustrative  conceptual  small 
community  exemption  program. 

PPP  was  included  among  the  Airside  Project  alternatives  to 
address  delays  caused  by  over-scheduling.  In  the  current 
environment,  airline  over-scheduling  is  not  a  significant 
contributor  to  Logan  Airport  delays  and,  therefore,  PPP  was 
not  recommended  for  immediate  implementation.  In  addition, 
PPP  imposes  significant  costs  on  regional  airiines  and  is 
expected  to  restrict  access  to  certain  markets. 

The  potential  impact  of  PPP  on  the  fleet  mix  at  Logan  Airport 
is  discussed  in  Section  4.5.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  4.5.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program.  Previous  attempts  at 
differential  landing  fee  programs  at  Logan  Airport  and  the 
analysis  presented  in  the  1993  Strategic  Assessment  Report 
are  described  in  Section  3.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airpon)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  sen/ice  in  the  peak  penod  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
penod  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  Exemption  Program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 


Letter  29:  MA  State  Senator  Eric  T.  Turkington 


II 

I 


i 


Department  of  Transportation 
16  state  house  station 
augusta  maine 

04333-0016 


ANGUS  S,  KTJG  JR 


April  20,  1 999  JOhn  g  Me_pos 

CO>.flviSSiONER 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention;  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458 
100  Cambridge  Street.  20th  Floor 
Boston.  MA  02202 


LETTER  30 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 

recomme~:  for  a^^^t^^^^^^^^^  1A  in  the 

Pricing  (PPP)  as  an  altemalve  Sou^^^^^^^                iTrT  "'T^'  '°  °^ ^^^^^ 

Alternative  1 A  specifically  exclu^s  PPP  the  dtcu^^^^^^^^^  '^''"'^  °' 

Improvements  section  of  page  8-11  in  Volur^e  1  and  ^^^^  ''"'"^raph  of  the  Operational 

Executive  Summary,  adds  the  op  i^of  Sme^^^^^  '"''^'^^^  °"  P'^^  ^^-32  of  the 
makes  Alternative  T and  Alterna've  1A  thefame  ^         ' ^^^^^'^ely 

AS  notedTpIgelsie^  oMh'e"^^^^^^^^^^^^^  Ltm'af-f  ^  '^^^'^'^^^  °^this  option 

vital  link  to  the  national  and  internal  firZsnort.?''"  "         .^"^  ^°  ''^^  ^"9'^"^-  P^°-'ding  a  ' 
at  Logan  -  both  passenger  and  a^^^^^^^^^  arf  essemia  to  th'.  ^^^"^P°^^^'°"  services  pro'  ded 

England  region.'  ^         essential  to  the  economic  success  of  the  entire  New 

untneda^;it?Se~^^^^^ 

and  passengers  from  regional  markets  and  4^  cnui^nnfi!;  economic  burden  to  operators 

essentia,  to  the  econom,^  success  of  the  entfri  New  ^  "transportation  se.ices  ... 

Administration  (FAA)  Order  sSsT'^mD  emlSppf  regulations,  and  Federal  Aviation 

■llustrate  Maine's  po  ition  on  the  inadZacH?^^         '."h  ^'9^'^^'°"^     ^^^A  which 

uii  me  inaoequacy  of  the  EIS  in  addressing  the  impacts  of  PPP. 

before  aly tCemenX  Astted ?n S«  E,S         ^""n"'  "^'^^^''^  ='"^-d 

Logan  have  met  with  resistance  and  teoal  acton  from  rlnZf  '°  ""^  "^P^  °'  P°«=y  at 

Appropriate  study  and  discussion  among  the  me  esTJn^^^   air  earners  and  general  aviation  users^ 
access  problems  at  Logan,  wim  theTeas,  Imp^Srse'affect^S  '° 

Sincerely, 

Kflfiald  L.  Roy.  Dipfector 

Office  of  Passenger  Transportation 


Attachment  1,  Excerpts  from  the  Draft  EIS 

g^yiygneland  it's  effectiveness  fgjinkngwn 

^ore,gn  opera"on^were  elS^^^^^^^^^^^  '"^^^-^        ^  P-ing  system.-  As  no 

PPP  °^      EIS.  we  assume  no  information  was  available  supponrng 


PPP 


IS  unneces?;ai 


Vol  1 .  Section  3.5  --  "Current  flight  activitv  leveK  at  I  nnan  wo  .  ^ 

overscheduling  has  not  been  a  s.qniflcani  actn? ,n  .        .        ^'"^^^  ^'^^'^  '"P^^'^-  Airline  . 

factor  ,n  the  near-term."  ^  "-^S^"  ^"'^^^  ^'"'^^  ^^^^       ,s  not  projected  to  be  a 

^eLo:?;^:?^^.;-^-^:^^^^^^^^ 

Alternalives  1  and  lA  indirprs.  ih,,  L  condilions  at  Logan.  A  comparison  of 

conditions  is  o  lyVpe^en?    SfhiXMr"  k' m?""""  °'  'O"  ee, 

benefits  would  be  even  lower)-'  "P^^ations  the  projected  delay  reduction 

reduction  benefits  wnileimposin,  economic  costs^::rarr:;Zc7r:-rs^rr.rrl^:^^^^^ 

A  peak  penod  surcharge  will  pnmanly  affect  air^iJiJl^f^^^S^^tl  aircraft." 
H^gh  Vleeuran'sL-caus^lf  gr^^^  "^--^    ^  'ess  Profitable  under  the 

operateSairtalTin  higm/Zplm'^  -""st  heavily  on  airlines  that 

^o-^-olTJLs^J^^^^^^^^^^  '-special  analysis  because  of  the 

reliance  on  Boston  for  connections  to  the  nationaf-„rt         ^  P^"e'"  °<  service,  and  Iheir 

analysis  indicated  that  the  Cape  S  l^and  ma  kefs  l^^n  n      T'     '^^"sportation  ner..ork  The 
seasonality  and  associated  reSance  on  sma» tr  raT  ZTf.  '°  to  their  high 

other  seasonal  markets  in  New  England  "e       '»  be  egually  applicable  to 

Appendix  F.  Introduction  and  BacknrriiinH  • 

experience  an  overall  ne,  rfducfion  ,n  Loga'n  c^rZ^,°TT?  ""'^  generally 

increase  in  Logan  operating  costs."  bPerating  fees,  while  regional  carriers  would  incur  an 

me\Lsfse?ere\'ow  Reet?cena™.  The  losTo^C^^^^^^^ 

a.r  services  for  a  community  like  Provincetown  and  t^uld  IrZ  "^e  loss  of  all  scheduled 

...  markets."  ncemwn,  and  could  produce  significant  service  reductions  at  other 


Attachment  1,  Excerpts  from  the  Draft  EIS  (Cont'd.) 

magnitudf oTprofifrfducftoa  "'^^'^    response  to  PPP  will  depend  on  the 

respond  by  canceling  flights."  reduction  in  route  profitability,  the  more  likely  the  carrier  w,l 

Appendix  F,  Summary  of  Findinas  Canp  Air    -  tk 
c-rop.np.n.a.,,,  earners  are  p.,ec,e.,ocance?CS™;^e;r;r3l^^^^^^ 


Attachment  2.  ''^jnT^USe.e^ions^^^^^  CEQ  Regulations. 

NEPA,  Section  101  (a)  --  Congress     de^rtp^r^.:  th^.  .  .u 

-n  cooperation  w„h  State  and  local  governmen  s  '  o  ['J'' r'T'         °^  Governr^ent 
and  promote  the  general  welfare    and  u,Ithe  son^^.  "^"'"^       ^"^^^^^^   •  'o  ^ster 

future  generations  of  Americans  '  '  '"'^  ^''^^^  requirements  of  present  and 

wh.ch  w.,,  permit  high  standards  of  living  and  °a      Tring  o^^fe  s^^^^^^^^^^^  — - 

NEPA,  Section  102  -  ..  all  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  shall  - 

-  ~s  for    m,or  Federal  actions  sign.cant, 
any  adverse  environmental  e^ctsThiS,  ^^^^^^  TTT         ^^^P°"3.ble  official  on  -  (ii) 

the  relationship  between  local  shortl  m  ules  o  'm^^^^^^^  implemented,  and  (iv) 

enhancement  of  long-term  product™  environment  and  the  maintenance  and 

(D)  Any  detailed  statement  required  under  suhn;?ranr3nh  t 

a  program  of  grants  to  States  sharnotbrdeerSe?^^^^^^^^^  7  '^'^''  '"''^'^         ^""^ed  under 

Federal  official  provides  early  noNficaln  to  Ln  .n^  >    !^   ^  insufficient ...  if:  (iv)  the  responsible 
action  or  any  alternative  the  Lo  wh'crmav  have  s^nnf.   ?  '  '^'^  any 

-s  any  disagreement  on  such  -mpac ts  pTep'a'  fa  ^^^^^^^  State  ...  entity  and.  iHhere 

incorporation  into  such  detailed  statement.  assessment  of  such  impacts  an  views  for 

process,  and  to  head  off  potential  "n^icts  tch^^^^^^^^^^^^^      ^f^dv  df', 

appropnate  alternatives  to  recommended  courspi  nf 7.^^         ^  ^     ^'  "^^^^'^P-  describe 

conf  icts  concerning  alternative  usefof  ava^a"^  re/o^^  "      ''''''''  "^''^^  "--^°'-ed 

^":lc!^::^::^^^^  "al  wera~^'  ^f^"^"^^"^  P---  '3  to 

potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  ^^^-^-^ing  of  the 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Punning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  30 

State  of  Maine,  Dept.  of  Transportation 

Ronald  L.  Roy,  Director, 
Office  of  Passenger  Transportation 


Code 

30.1 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Peai<  Period 
Pricing 


Comment 

The  State  of  Maine  Department  of  Transportation  (MOOT) 
supports  Alternative  1A  in  the  recommendations  for 
airside  improvements  at  Logan,  but  objects  strongly  to 
inclusion  of  Peak  Period  pricing  (PPP)  as  an  altemative 
without  adequate  study  of  the  regional  impacts  of  that 
policy.  The  effects  of  PPP  on  air  travel  throughout  the 
New  England  region  must  be  thoroughly  studied  before 
any  implementation.  As  noted  in  the  Draft  EIS  previous 
attempts  to  implement  this  type  of  policy  at  Logan  have 
met  with  resistance  and  legal  action  from  regional  air 
earners  and  general  aviation  users.  Appropriate  study  and 
discussion  among  the  interested  parties  will  provide  the 
best  possible  solution  to  access  problems  at  Logan,  with 
the  least  impact  to  those  affected. 


Response 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
updated  discussion  of  PPP  at  Logan  Airport  and  an  analysis 
of  the  implications  of  an  illustrative  conceptual  small 
community  exemption  program. 

The  potential  impact  of  PPP  on  the  fleet  mix  at  Logan  Airport 
is  discussed  in  Section  4.5.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  4.5.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program.  Previous  attempts  at 
differential  landing  fee  programs  at  Logan  Airport  and  the 
analysis  presented  in  the  1993  Strategic  Assessment  Report 
are  described  in  Section  3.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  airtransport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  service  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
penod  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  served  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 


Letter  30:  State  of  Maine.  Dept.  of  Transportation,  Ronald  L.  Roy,  Director,  Office  of  Passenger  Transportation 


iTTATE  Oh  VtKMUM  1 
AGENCY  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
^  133  State  Street,  Administraiion  Building 


Montpelier.  Vemiont  05633-5001 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsiey  -  EOEA  No.  10458 

1 00  Cambridge  Street 

20th  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsiey: 


April  2],  1999 

LETTER  31 


of  our  intent  to  play-act  ve  Imo'Z^^^^^^  to  infL  you 

much  as  ,t  penains  to  Peak  Period  Pricing  (|?P)  '"'P™-'"™'^  "Draft  EIS/EIR"  in  as 

s™„er  t^ft  tTd  X^^^^^^^  r  - 

Transportation  Case  Ruling  A  second  attel?    ,t  ^  "'^  Depanment  of 

aromtd  the  nrling.  was  also'dr Wo  g  wl^'^^^^^^^^^ -  ™'"'  '° 
PPP  appears  again  as  an  option  in  this  Drtft  LlS^  r  ''"^^  ^ow. 

Option",  the  discxtssion  in  the  Operationaflmr,  ^    "  "      '"""^  "P^fe'red 

corresponding  discussion  in  the  Fvl  w     '"'P^^ment  Sect.on  in  Volume  I  and  the 

.he  f--  A,so,7havV"ot„sr  :rv  n:rthtT''°"' Op- 

and  poh.icians  opposed  no.  only  ,o  m  rea  ed  ,r  ffic  T  f         """"  S™"P= 
couid  easily  .nove  the  select.on'o e  'if  ,!,      "  "T' "^"P— Loenn. 
option.  '  °'  alternanves.  all  ol  u  luch  conlam  PPP  as  an 

as      Tn:'j'^:Tz:,t  ^'^-^ 

Northern  New  England  still  rLuire  conventn-      7'"'^"  ^  ""^  P"''        '="i^»s  of 
nation's  air  transponation  infrXcture  pTp  wh^  '  '°  *^ 

Considering  the  EIRTEIS  acknowTeTgment 

praviding  a  vital  link  to  the  national  f^d  in,.™  .     ^  "  '°  '^"Sland, 

*a.  PPP  is  s.,U  constdered  and  ^^^^ '  ""^  " 


Mr  Arthur  Pugsley 
April  21,  1999 
Page  2 


at  h,T"""''/°;  ''°'"V"  ""^ "^'^'E"^'      P'^"°"^  ^"^P"  ^"d  failures  of  PPP 

at  Logan  be  discussed  along  with  its  discriminatory  nature,  and  then  droDDed  from  ,h.m,? 
consideration  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR.  In  the  long  Z  ,t  is  the  most  e  fe c  iv  ty  t^d  hTpP 
as^an  issue  and  would  avoid  taher  improvement  delay  tl^ough  confrontation  or  follot  on 


cc: 


Gregory  Mag^re,  Director 
Rail  &  Aviation  Division 


MDOT,  Ron  Roy 
NHDOT,  Jack  Ferns 
BTV  Airport,  J.J.  Hamilton 
Colgan  Airlines,  Charles  Colgan 
Business  Express  (Delta  Connection) 
USAIR 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  31 

State  of  Vermont,  Agency  of  Transportation 
Gregory  Maguire,  Director,  Rail  &  Aviation  Division 


Code 

31.1 


Topic  1 


Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Peak  Period 
Pncing 


Comment 


I  recommend  tor  closure  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR,  that  previous 
attempts  and  failures  of  PPP  at  Logan  be  discussed  along 
vrth  its  discnminatory  nature,  and  then  dropped  from 
alternative  consideration  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR.  In  the  long 
run,  It  IS  the  most  effective  way  to  deal  with  PPP  as  an  issue 
and  would  avoid  further  improvement  delay  through 
confrontation  or  follow  on  litigation. 


Response 


The  impacts  of  the  Program  for  Airfield  Capacity  Efficiency 
(PACE)  are  described  and  evaluated  in  Section  3.5.1  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEiR. 

The  PPP  program  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  was 
designed  to  comply  with  pertinent  U.S.DOT  and  federal  court 
precedent  in  the  PACE  proceedings  and  with  existing  federal 
regulations  regarding  airport  rates  and  charges.  Revenue 
neutrality  was  incorporated  in  the  tested  program  for  this 
reason.  iVlassport's  prior  expenence  with  the  PACE  landing 
fee  structure  demonstrates  that  changes  to  the  existing 
weight-based  landing  fees  will  undergo  thorough  legal  and 
regulatory  review,  and  that  the  program  must  be  carefully 
structured  to  withstand  this  process.  This  was  examined  in 
developing  the  illustrative  program. 


Letter  31:  State  of  Vemiont,  Agency  of  Transportation,  Gregory  fVIaguire,  Director,  Rail  &  Aviation  Division 
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April  14,  1999 


BARNSTABLE  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 


P.O.  BOX  427 
BARNSTABLE.  MASSACHUSETTS 
02630 
(508)362-2511  Ext.3J5 
FAX  (508)  362^136 

HOME  RULE  CHAflTEflEO 
IN  1989 


iEim  32 


courmrcoMMissroNEPS- 

C«R,ST,Ne00LEN,Cr.„mcn 

BOOEOTA  OLEary 
Cummaouid 


John  Silva 

Manager,  EnvironmentaJ  Program 
Airports  Division 
New  England  Region 

12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


Dear  Mr.  Silva: 

Repon/sX^r(^E5^tfoTtl^;r^  on  ,he  braft  E„vi.on:.e„tal  Impact 

county  Con^issioner.  represent  the  people  ^n  Cape  Cod  '"^j"''  ^= 

Barnstable 

<^vers.<y  ,he  reg,o„a,  eccnotn,  and  create'^ar-rri^^, ~e? '°  ^"^"^ 
-.e.on.eCape...are.,p--^^^^^^^^ 

r?a:o'n:r'^^"'^^^^^^^^^^^  too 

reasonable  response  to  current  and  projected  d'elav^?!,  ;-  ^  ^      P^'^^^d  Alternative  32.2 

for  ma,n,a.n,ng  a  hijh  ,eve,  of  oper^tSrefitncy  °       "    '"^"^  greate^^'o^^ltfal 

323 


fransponalion,  economic  development  and  environmental  policies,  and  would  result  in  si™ifl.,n, 
losses  of  jobs  and  business  oppominities  and  would  cause  hardshin  for  resiTn^^K  ''^"''^l'"' 
affordable  access  ,o  Boston  for  business,  medical  care  ^d  oTe  ptoses  the  lo.  °" 
also  force  people  ,o  use  their  cars,  thereb,  adding  to  con  Jtfon  oZX^It^"^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Logan  DEIR/S.  If  you  have  anv  oue^tinn.  „r. 
our  comments,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  the  County  CoLissioners  Office  (508)  3^5  6635 

Sincerely, 


Christine  Dolen 
Chairman 


Mary  LcClair 
Vice  Chairman 


Copies  to  The  Honorable  A.  Paul  CeJlucci 
State  Senator  Henri  Rauschenbach 
State  Senator  Therese  Murray 
State  Representative  Eric  Turkington 
State  Representative  Shirley  Gomes 
State  Representative  Ruth  Provost 
State  Representative  Demetrius  AtsaJis 
State  Representative  Thomas  George 
State  Representative  Nancy  Caffyn 


Robert  O'Leary 
Commissioner 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  32 

Barnstable  County  County  Commissioners 

Cliristine  Dolen,  Chairman 
Mary  LeClair,  Vice  Chairman 
Robert  O'Leary,  Commissioner 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 


32.1       Ground  Access  to 

:  Transportation     Logan  Airport 


32.2       Alternatives  Prefen-ed 
Alternative 


32.3      Alternatives        Peak  Period 
Pricing 


Comment 

Access  to  Logan  Airport  is  an  important  element  in  tlie 
Cape's  transportation  network.  Via  Logan,  visitors  can  reach 
the  Cape  without  adding  to  the  existing  congestion  along 
the  southeast  expressway,  Route  3  or  Route  6.  Access  to 
Logan  is  increasingly  important  to  a  growing  number  of 
businesses  on  the  Cape  which  are  helping  to  create  quality 
employment  opportunities  for  residents. 

The  Commissioners  agree  that  Alternative  1 A ...  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  is  a  reasonable  response  to  current  and 
projected  delay  conditions  at  Logan  and  offers  the  greatest 
potential  for  maintaining  a  high  level  of  operating  efficiency. 
The  Bamstable  County  Commissioners  continue  to  oppose 
peak  period  pricing  because  it  would  eliminate  access  to 
Logan  by  earners  now  serving  the  region.  Loss  of  air 
transportation  would  be  contrary  to  the  county's 
transportation,  economic  development  and  environmental 
policies,  and  would  result  in  significant  losses  of  jobs  and 
business  opportunities  and  would  cause  hardship  for 
residents  who  rely  on  frequent  affordable  access  to  Boston 
for  business,  medical  care  and  other  purposes. 


Response 


Comment  noted. 


Comment  noted. 


The  potential  impact  of  PPP  on  the  fleet  mix  at  Logan  Airport  is 
discussed  in  Section  4.5.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  4.5.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program.  Previous  attempts  at 
differential  landing  fee  programs  at  Logan  Airport  and  the  analysis 
presented  in  the  1993  Strategic  Assessment  Reportage 
described  in  Section  3.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport  system. 
The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption  program 
would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits  associated  with 
PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of  air  service  in  the 
peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak  period  surcharge 
without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay  redxtion  benefits.  This 
Exemption  Program  includes  all  the  Cape  Cod  communities 
currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as  well  as  other  small 
communities  in  New  England. 


Letter  32: Bamstable  County  Commissioners,  Christine  Dolen,  Chaimian,  Mary  LeClair,  Vice  Chainnan,  Robert  O'Leary,  Commissioner 


CAPE  COD  COMMISSION 

3225  MAJN  STREET 
P.O.  BOX  226 
BARNSTABLE.  WA  02630 
(508)  362-3828 
FAX  (508)  362-3136 
E-mail:  frontdeskQcapecodcommis8lon.org 

LETTER  33 


April  22,  1999 

Secretary  Robert  Durand 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston.  MA  02202 

Attention:  Arthur  Pugsley.  f^EPA  Unit 


EOEA  #10458 


John  C.  Silva,  Manager 
Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE-600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


Dear  Sirs: 


.raft^nl-ronln^TTCc  ZtZTi'J''  .-P-amenls  Planning  Projec," 

wfth  ,he  flings  and  00    us  ot™ "hfrerr-T^^^^  "T" 

strategy  for  reducing  aircraft  delay  a  (  03^ >^  I    f  ^        '^'"""^     "°'  ^PP'opriate 

Cape  Air  .ha,  use  small  aircraft  Z^TLZnn  ""Z"  'T"  "''"^''^  °"  ^'"'"^^  as 
Airport  would  force  Cape  Air  to  dSmlnue  oS  '     t'^'^  ^^"S  ^'  Logan 

on  Cape  Cod.  It  would  funhe^tla^  owns  su^  as'pr  T'"  '  ''^^^^'^""S  i^p'« 
alternative  to  a  25  minute  fligt,!  ,o  Boston  is  a  a  h„^r ,    J  ""^^^  '"^  ""'^  /ear-round 

increase  automobile  travel  between  Cape  Cod  l^Z  ?     ^"""^"W^     "us.  It  would  also 
and  Sagamore  Bridges,  on  Rou"  s"  a'^nfRou^  6    ,n  addr  '°  ^'  B""'™ 

-  .e.een  Cape  Codr  ro^Iir  X^s^ o^rmt'^^^^  ^^^^ 


Secretary  Robert  Durand 
Mr.  John  Silva 
April  22.  1999 
Page  2 

Ironically,  although  Cape  Air  stands  to  suffer  the  most  from  Peak  Period  Pricinq  the  airlinp  hn. 
me  .mpact  on  current  and  expected  future  operations  at  Logan  Airport,    ^a^  is  b  cause 
Cape  A.r;s  srnall  aircraft  are  able  to  land  on  runway  15L733r' which'is  too  shoi  or  ^st 
other  regional  earners  and  is  under  utilized. 

If  the  analysis  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  accurate,  then  it  appears  that  Alternative  1A 
M  actions  except  Peak  Pedod  Pricing)  could  provide  a  benefit  in  te^s  o  eqlb  e  noi'^e 

benefits."  '     "  '^''^^  ^"^-^^'^         ' does  havHhese 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  report. 
Sincerely, 

Herbert  Olsen 
Chairman 

Cape  Cod  Commission 

cc:      Honorable  A.  Paul  Cellucci.  Governor 

Mr.  Peter  Blute.  Massachusetts  Port  Authority 

Mr.  Mark  Robinson.  Chairman.  Massport  Board  of  Directors 

Massachusetts  Congressional  Delegation 

Cape  Cod  Delegation  to  the  Massachusetts  General  Court 

Cape  Cod  Boards  of  Selectmen 

Barnstable  Town  Council 

Cape  Cod  Economic  Development  Council 

Cape  Ports 


CAPE  COD  COMMISSION 

.3225  MAIN  STREET 
P.O.  BOX  228 
BARNSTABLE.  MA  02830 
■    (606)  362-3528 
FAX  (608)  382-3136 
E-mail:  frorrtd«Bk8Qap«oodeoinmlaslon.org 


April  22,  1999 

Secretary  Robert  Durand 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Attention:  Arthur  Pugsley.  MEPA  Unit  EOEA  #10458 

John  C.  Silva,  Manafler 
Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division.  ANE-600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


Dear  Sirs: 


The  Cape  Cod  Commiasion  has  discussed  the  'Logan  Airslde  improvemenls  Planning  ProjacT 
draft  Environmental  Impact  Statemant/Envlronmental  Impact  Report  (EIS/EIR).    We  concur 
with  the  findings  and  conclusions  In  the  report  that  Peak  Period  Pricing  is  not  an  appropriate 
strategy  for  reducing  aircraft  delay  at  Logan  Airport.  Peak  Period  Pricing  should  only  be 
considered  at  airports  when  scheduling  or  capacity  Is  the  primary  cauaa  of  dalays.  The 
aircraft  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are  usually  due  to  wind,  not  airfield  capacity.  Therefore,  any 
alternatives  that  Include  Peak  Period  Pricing  should  be  eliminated  from  further  consideration. 

Air  travel  between  Cape  Cod  and  Logan  Airport  le  a  vital  part  of  the  Cape's  transportation 
system.  Peak  Period  Pricing,  If  Implemented,  would  create  a  severe  hardship  on  airlines  such  as 
Cape  Air  that  use  small  aircraft.  There  Is  a  strong  possibility  that  Peak  Period  Pricing  at  Logan 
Airport  would  force  Cape  Air  to  discontinue  operations.  This  would  have  a  devostating  impact 
on  Cape  Cod.  It  would  further  Isolate  towns  such  as  Provlncetown.  where  the  only  year-round 
alternative  to  a  25  minute  flight  to  Boston  is  a  3  hour  trip  by  automobile  or  bus.  It  would  also 
increase  automobile  travel  between  Cape  Cod  and  Boston,  adding  to  congestion  at  the  Bourne 
and  Sagamore  Bridges,  on  Route  3  and  Route  6.    In  addition,  we  understand  that  scheduled  air 
service  to  Provlncetown  Airport,  within  the  Cape  Cod  National  Ssaehore.  is  allowed  by  the 
National  Park  Service  on  the  condition  that  continuous  aervlce  be  maintained.  Therefore,  once 
air  service  between  Cape  Cod  and  Logan  Airport  is  lost,  some  of  It  may  never  be  restored. 


Sacratary  Robert  Durand 
Mr.  John  Sllva 
April  22.  1999 
Page  2 

ironically,  allhough  Cape  Air  stands  to  suffer  the  most  from  PgqK  Porlod  Pricing,  the  airline  htu 
liniB  impact  on  current  and  expected  future  operations  at  Logan  Airport.    That  is  because 
Capa  Air's  small  aircraft  are  able  to  land  on  runway  15L/33R.  which  la  too  short  for  most 
other  regional  carriers  and  Is  under  utilized. 

If  the  analysis  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  Is  accurate,  then  It  appeara  that  AUematlve  1A 
(all  actions  except  Peak  Period  Pricing)  could  provide  a  benefit  in  terms  of  equitable  noise 
distribution  and  relief  in  aircraft  delay.  We  would  aupport  Alternative  1 A  if  it  does  have  these 
benefits. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  report. 


SInceroly, 


Herbert  Olsen 
Chairman 

Cape  Cod  Commission 

cc:      Honorable  A.  Paul  Cellucci,  Governor 

Mr,  Peter  Bluta.  Massachusetts  Port  Authority 

fVtr.  Mark  Robinson,  Chairman.  Massport  Board  of  Directors 

Massachusetts  Congressional  Delegation 

Cape  Cod  Delegation  to  the  Masaachuseits  General  Court 

Capo  Cod  Boards  of  Seiectmon 

Barnstable  Town  Council 

Cape  Cod  Economic  Development  Council 

Cape  Pons 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  33 
Cape  Cod  Commission 
Herbert  Oisen,  Chairman 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

33.1 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

Tlie  Cape  Cod  Commission  ...concurs  with  the  findings  and 
conclusions  in  the  report  that  Peak  Period  pncing  is  not  an 
appropriate  strategy  for  reducing  aircraft  delay  at  Logan 
Airport,  ...Any  alternatives  that  include  Peak  Period  Pncing 
should  be  eliminated  from  further  consideration. 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport  system. 
This  Exemption  Program  includes  all  the  Cape  Cod 
communities  currently  served  by  Logan  Airport,  as  well  as  other 
small  communities  in  New  England. 

33.2 

Alternatives 

Preferred 
Alternative 

If  the  analysis  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  accurate, 
then  It  appears  that  Alternative  1 A  (all  actions  except  Peak 
Penod  Pricing)  could  provide  a  benefit  in  terms  of  equitable 
noise  distribution  and  relief  in  aircraft  delay.  We  would 
support  Alternative  1 A  if  it  does  have  these  benefits. 

Comment  noted. 

3225  MAIN  STREET 
P.O.  BOX  226 
BARNSTABLE.  MA  02630 
!CHU^^  (508)  362-3828 

'  FAX  (508)  362-3 136 

E-mail:  fronfdesk@capecodcomm,ssion.org 

LETTER  34 

April  13,  1999 

Secretary  Robert  Durand 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Attention:  Anhur  Pugsley,  MEPk  Unit 

EOEA  #10458 

John  C.  Silva.  /Manager 
Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division.  ANE-600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 

Dear  Sirs: 

Repor,  (EIS/EIB)/  We  concur  wi,hteTndLnTa„Tl^T    ^•^•^^"''Environmen.al  Inipact 
Pncing  is  no.,  an  appropriate  strategy  , or 'X.nc  aTcrar;?  ""^^ 
Penod  Pricing  should  only  be  considered  al  a.rnnl    r      ^     ^'  P^aK 
cause  ol  delays.  The  aircral,  dela  s  aflo  ar^  ''''"""'"^  °'  "Pacity  is  ,he  pr„r,arv 

r^ne^^::- -^rudT^p- -er-dtc-  ir  pe":',:;::red 

Cape  Air  that  use  small  aircraft.  The^e  is  a  sZo  notih severe  hardship  on  airlines  such  as 
Airpor,  would  force  Cape  Air  to  disconWnue  otrratons    t  -    '  """"^  L°9an 

on  Cape  Cod.  It  would  further  isolate  towns  suchT'  P  ^  devastating  impact 

alternative  to  a  25  minute  flight  to  BostonTs  a  3  hour  ,hn  1""",°™'  '"^  ^'^r-round 

increase  automobile  travel  between  Caoe  Cod  Lh  p  T  ^  aulornobile  or  bus.  It  would  also 
and  Sagamore  Bridges,  on  Route  3  and  Ro^e  6     in  adHr'  '°  '""^estion  at  fhe  Bourne 

air  service  between  Cape  Cod  and  U.a:ii~s\^r  o^^ 


Secretary  Robert  Durand 
Mr.  John  Silva 
Aoril  13,  1999 
Page  2 


the  airdne  has 


If  the  analysis  presented  in  the  draft  BS/EIR  k  *  . 

(all  actions  except  Peak  Penod  Pnang)  could  provTde  fblln"  '  ^'^^^^^'^^ 
distribution  and  relief  in  aircraft  delay    We  JuIh  J        ?       '^"^^  °'  ^^"''^^^'^  ^oise 
benefits.  ^^PPo^  Alternative  1A  ,f  it  does  have  these 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  report. 


Cape  cVCommission  Transportation  Committee 


cc: 


Honorable  A.  Paul  Cellucci.  Governor 

Mr.'  Peter  Blute.  Massachusetts  Port  Authority 

Mr.  Mark  Robinson.  Chaimnan.  Massport  Board  of  Directors 

Massachusens  Congressional  Delegation 

Cape  Cod  Delegation  to  the  Massachusetts  General  Court 

Caps  Cod  Boards  of  Selectmen 

Bannstable  Town  Council 

Cape  Cod  Economic  Development  Council 

Cape  Ports 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


34.1 


Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 


342 


Alternatives 


Letter  34 
Cape  Cod  Commission 
Transportation  Committee 
Kennetii  Brocl(,  Cliair 


Comment 


The  Cape  Cod  Commission  transportation  committee 
..  .concurs  with  the  findings  and  conclusions  in  the  report 
that  Peak  Period  pricing  is  not  an  appropnate  strategy  for 
reducing  aircraft  delay  at  Logan  Airport.  Any  altematives 
that  include  Peak  Period  Pricing  should  be  eliminated  from 
further  consideration. 


Prefened 

Alternative 


If  the  analysis  presented  in  the  draft  EIS/EIR  is  accurate, 
then  it  appears  that  Alternative  1A  (all  actions  except  Peak 
Period  Pncing)  could  provide  a  benefit  in  terms  of  equitable 
noise  distribution  and  relief  in  aircraft  delay.  We  would 
support  Alternative  1 A  if  it  does  have  these  benefits. 


Response 


The  potential  impact  of  PPP  on  the  fleet  mix  at  Logan  Airport  is 
discussed  in  Section  4.52  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  4.5.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program.  Previous  attempts  at 
differential  landing  fee  programs  at  Logan  Airport  and  the 
analysis  presented  in  the  7993  Strategic  Assessment  Report 
are  described  in  Section  3.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport  system. 
The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption  program 
would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits  associated  with 
PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of  air  service  in  the 
peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak  period  surcharge 
without  a  matenal  impact  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits.  This 
Exemption  Program  includes  all  the  Cape  Cod  communities 
currently  served  by  Logan  Airport,  as  well  as  other  small 
communities  in  New  England. 


PRAS  was  established  after  community  input  in  the  1 980s.  The 
goal  of  PRAS  was  to  distribute  noise  equitably,  based  on 
demographic  considerations. 

Dunng  very  high  demand  periods,  the  controllers  have  little  or 
no  flexibility  for  mnway  selection.  Unidirectional  Runway  14/32 
would  give  the  controllers  considerably  more  flexibility  and  allow 
them  to  improve  achievement  of  PRAS  goals  by  redirecting 
many  flights  to  overwater  routes.  The  addition  of  Runway  14/32 
is  the  single  most  important  mechanism  to  achieve  equitable 
geographic  distribution  of  aircraft  operations  and  noise. 

Runway  14'32  and  all  other  airside  improvements  would  reduce 
cunent  and  future  delays  and  enhance  safety.  The  sooner  that 
these  improvements  are  implemented,  the  more  long-term 
delay  benefits  will  be  realized. 


Letter  34:  Cape  Cod  Commission,  Transportation  Committee,  Kenneth  Brock,  Chair 


Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

60  Tcmpie  PUcc.  Boston.  MA  02111  61 7/451  -2770  Fax:  617/482-7185  Intemec  mx-w.rnapc.op^ 

IMA  PC  I  Scrvin<;  101  cities  and  to:i'n<  in  mctwpolitnn  Boston 

LETTER  35 

April  22, 1999 

The  Honorable  Robert  Durand,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  EnvironmentaJ  Affairs 

MEPA  Unit 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Project  Name;  Logan  Airside  Improvement?;  Planning  Project 
MEPA#:  10458  DEIR/DEIS  "umingmject 

Dear  Secretary  Durand, 

Snn^"."^^^        ^}^^  ^"^^  '"Sularly  review  proposals  deemed  to  have  regional 
impacts.  These  proposals  are  reviewed  for  compliance  >wth  MeGreSan  2000  rh^«^!.-^i  i 
for  the  Boston  metropolitan  area  as  weU  as  for  5,eir  '  plan 

As  Massport  is  not  subject  to  local  zoning  regulations.  MAPC  sueeests  MEPA  a««mp  c.,^  f 

Massport  has  prepared  two  separate  MEPa  documents:  a  GEIR  which  has  focu.pH  r^rim.  "i 
landside  development  and  impacts;  and  the  more  recent  D-^/DEm  fnr  nr^^^     pnmanly  on 
development  pkns  and  associated  impacts  Given  tiie  enom^  of  t?/?Z  T      ^'"^'^l  . 

facility  is  sSntiJ  and  threffid  °L^?ht  ^  "  '^^'T''^  to  and  through  this 

of  all  subsequent  and  SoJat^S^L^^'rf  ".tV'  '^'.'l'^  operations 

a.rservi^p.,ani.po„an:t'?rrX^eSl™«^t%t^d:tSte-i^^^^ 


changes  in  the  operations  of  the  airport  must  be  seen  in  'new  of  these  far-reaching  impacts 
betting  aside  the  issue  of  the  new  runway.  MAPC  has  focased  its  caxnments  on  the  regional' 
impacts  stemming  from  the  growing  use  of  Logan  Airpoit  and  its  effects  on  the  regiona] 

transportation  infrastructures. 

Given  the  projection  that  passenger  use  wil]  increase  fro  n  29  to  45  miUion  within  10  years  a 
S5^  increase,  it  can  be  assumed  that  the  movement  of  tl,ese  people  to  the  airport  itself  is  as 
important  as  the  movement  of  the  passengers  and  plane;  through  the  airport  system  The 
current  roadway  and  transit  systems  available  to  move  people  to  and  through  Boston  often 
operate  at  capaaty  under  todays  conditions.  It  is  vital  tl,at  this  situation  be  addressed  -  bv 
Massport  by  MassHighway.  and  by  the  MBTA.  There  rr  ust  be  a  regional  strategy  developed 
which  IS  both  miJti-modal  and  multi-airport.  This  comprehensive  Srategynee^ to  drt^Sne 
how  much  growth  is  gomg  to  occur  in  air  traffic  at  each  .diport.  how  mu^ground  tiafSc^be 
IZT^t^  ^        ""'^^  ^  ^  accommo-iated  by  existing  rofdways.^'ir^d 

JlllZV'^'^^f  documents  (GEIR  and  the  DEIS/DE.-R)  present  the  foUowing  noteworthy 
facts  regarding  the  use  of  the  airport  Polities.  Thia  infoimation  indicates  that  Logan  Ai3?is 
responsible  for  consuming  much  of  the  capacity  of  the  easting  tiansporta^n  e. 

'        mml^n  passengers  ia  1998,  and  anticipates  demand  to  reach 

45  million  passengers  by  the  year  2010.  reacn 

•  Ix,gan  Airport  is  almost  exclusively  an  origin  and  destination  airport-  almost  00%  of 
L^gan  passengers  b^  or  end  their  trip  at  Logan,  with  only  i^f  p^ge^°''  °^ 
connectmg  between  flights.  ^''^^wgcrj, 

'    aZ^^  ^°^a  ^"""^^^"^  ^  ^  ^  ^tliin  the  Route  495  corridor 

End.  h";^        r^'^i'  *°  P^«ionunant  mode  of  travel  between  the 

England  regional  auport  service  areas  and  Bostc  n, 

•  Nearly  half  of  the  5.000.000  regional  airport  pa;sengers  that  drive  to  Loean  are  dn.^^r  m 
Manchester  airport,  and  almost  1/3  are  from  S  WoLster  Airport  se&^'  '° 

l^-^T  ^u'^  ^  """^"^        ^  "Sional  airport  but  instead  drive  to  Loean  for  air 

semce  offer  the  greatest  potential  for  Logan  passen^r  diversion.  ^ 

'    .^i^ .  ?u  alternatives  alone  cannot  eliriinate  airside  congestion  they  can 

allevia  e  the  delays  expenenced  at  Logan  by  ach  .eving  a  better  disSiSltion  of  th^ 
region  s  intercity  travel  demand.  ^^=1  uiiinouaon  ot  the 

-     1  out  of  3  people  traveling  to  UDgan  get  there  by  public  transportation 

•  ^.tlf°?"?!l"^  ^^"^  of  potential  air  passenger  divereion  to  other  airports  or  other 
Massport  may  be  the  greatest  vehicle  trip  generator  in  Ihe  Boston  area   The  GFTR  ct.t  . 

mfrastnicture  -  Massport.  MassHighway.  MBTA,  FH\^'A,  andXnIak 

Massport  should  be  commended  for  their  efforts  in  developing  private  vendor  ^.r^  u- 
unprove  access  to/from  areas  such  as  Bramtree  and  Ne  ^!^T^^s^ZTof^^^^^ 
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transportation  demand  management  C-TDM)  is  also  laudable  The  t^^r^, 
of  these  tian^tion  alternatives  should  be  discussed  in  the  FEIR,  as  £mM  ^e  t^!??^^ 
beginning  other  pubUc  transit  routes.  The  opening  of  tho  V^ohnm^^^-^^^^'y 
Center  is  planned  to  coincide  with  the  closing  Sthe  Mishawaum  cS^S^ISSf^rT^tK 

neighbonng  UDgan  Express  fadlity.  The  FEIR  should  include  an  an^SsSersWn  ^'.l 
due  to  tbs  closure  on  the  northwest  segment  of  the  region,  since  traveleron  Route  i^^^^ 
the  east  and  west  will  have  to  go  north  on  I-93  to  use  th.:  ne.-  WoSL  se^^  We  L^^^^^^^ 
pleased  to  note  that  Massport  will  expand  the  Logan  Exj.ress  sendc^to  S^'cod  Sd 
encourage  Massport  to  examine  additional  locations  for  Express  services  fr^^VurrSf  and 
planned  park  and  nde  lots.  Efforts  to  limit/reduce  the  r  umber  of  vehides^vX^^n/fr  .u 
airport  proper  should  not  only  be  explained  in  the  FEIR  but^e  av^hmt5!f  !lr^  to/from  the 
to  support  these  efforts  should  be  prksented  as  weU  avaHabihty  of  adequate  funding 

The  work  associated  with  the  Route  495  Initiative  shoul  i  be  incorporated  in  further 
prepared  to  address  impacts  and  mitigation  plans  for  tbe  Airport  n^Jf.  a f  ^  documents 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Revenue,  the  dS? ^d^ ^on  J^^ot^^S}^  '°  Su-  . 
greatest  amoimt  of  revenues  attributable  to  new  growth  ^^996  , 997  ^^d  v 
these  areas  exhibit  the  highest  levels  of  employm^t^I  KjnSlti^n  ri,t^^       '  ^^^""0^^. 
IS  anticipated  that  this  trend  will  continue  ^Xftmi^^  T?^^  1990-1995),  and  it 

this  area  may  be  sufficient  to  support  n^tTrST^n.^;  development  around 

planned.  UnfortunatelTtherr^rci^dToS^vTc^'^^^  ^"^^^y 
As  Massport  plans  to  ^  control  of^o^^W  ^f"^^^^  ^^V- 
consider  modifications  which  would  make  iSk  ai^Jl ^ 
example,  the  existing  transit  schedlTSs^^t^"°"  '^^l'       convenient.  For 
Such  -od^caSay  incLTwttg^thS  Worcester  airport, 

access  to  the  airport,  making  the  airport  capableTf  s^Siet^!!^.  '^''^ 
encouragmg  airhnes  to  relocate  to  thL  facility  As^tei^JPv^rT   '  ^'^  ^''^^ 
airport  transportation  system  is  dependeS^S^'  ^^bL  .^S^n^ .ft,^      """^  °^  ^ 
ground  related.  Creating  such  eqXweTemc^^^^^ 

^^^"^T.^^^^^^  Development^a  are 

area  too  is  bound  for  considerable  grow^^.^.  ^'^^S  corridor,  this 

industnal.  Th.  FEIR  should  TddriTtSrappli^S  ''.T""''"^'  'Tc''''^ 

Transitway  m  providing  access  to  ^^^^^^PP^^^^ihty  c  f  the  proposed  South  Boston  Piers  * 

'i^^^'S;^^^^^^^^^  requ^ements  of 

impacts  on  the  transportation  infi^?ti^eTs  v^as  idlS^^        ^  ^  description  of  the 
mmgatesuchimpacts.  More specificaHrSllS.tSo^X^^ 
Impact  Analysis: 

England  ar«  levd;  a  Uvd  OlS^^^llot^^l?^  '°      New  , 


3 


development  projects  such  as  the  Convention  Cenixr.  an  intersection  analysis  focu^n 

tnX^  'Itu^  ^°  °ff-"^P«  from  1-93:  a^d  a 

anaJysls  which  examines  the  incremental  changes  in  traffic  flow  resulUng  ^m 
incremental  phases  of  the  airports  improvement  plan.  ^ 
A  draft  Section  61  finding  from  Mass  Highway  she  uid  be  included  in  the  FEIR. 


Mitigation  Analysis: 


Massport  should  Identify  its  proposed  passenger  cemand  management/reduction 
and/or  capaaty  miprovement  plans  such  as  differential  tolls  for  single  4Span° 
vehicles  at  the  tunnels  and  bridge;  subsidized  parldng  rates  at  periphera  sitL  and 
increased  parking  rates  at  the  airport;  increased  a  ^sistance  in  exis£,g  region^)  a^ort 
noS?e°ircSr"=  ^^^^^  —  -  the  /assfnger  r^e 

.    Massport  should  identify  their  level  of  commitme  it  to  aiding  in  the  management  nfru 
re^onal  transportation  infrastructure.  For  example  -  MBtI  S:pro^emen^Tucif^^^^^ 
urban  rmg  and  station  locations  in  an  amount  corresponding  to  Sie  a^un7cnr^ 
to  the  artery/tunnel  project;  locations  for  proposed  n^w  Ck-and  flv.  «^  r^?^^'"^. 

reIu^nH-,'^°  ?  any  cLsoissions  regardn.g  the  effect  of  recent  bond 

nroWtT^  by  the  administration  which  may  reduce  highwav 

project  doUars  for  projects  m  the  Logan  expansion  impact  area.  nignway 

Comprehensive  anal>'sis  of  passenger  delays  is  clearly  a  role  of  Ma ci^nort  Thof.  .^u         ^  -> 
Thank  you  for  the  opportimity  to  comment 


Sincerely, 

)avid  C.  Soule 
executive  Director 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  35 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 
David  C.  Souie,  Executive  Director 


Code     Topic  1 


35.1 


Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Regional 
Airports 


35.2       Ground  Access  to 

Transportation     Logan  Airport 


Comment 

There  must  be  a  regional  strategy  developed  which  is  both 
multi-modal  and  multi-airport.  This  comprehensive  strategy 
needs  to  detemiine  how  much  growth  is  going  to  occur  in 
air  traffic  at  each  airport,  how  much  ground  traffic  will  be 
generated,  and  how  this  ground  traffic  will  be 
accommodated  bv  existing  roadways,  transit  and  even 
parking. 


Response 


The  GEIR  states  that  Massport  is  developing  an  Airport 
Intemiodal  Transit  Connector  (AITC),  and  anticipates  that 
ndership  of  public  transit  will  double  due  to  the  proposed 
improvements.  Any  future  FEIR  should  specify  the  methods 
which  Massport  will  use  to  guarantee  this.  It  implies  a 
considerable  level  of  cooperation  between  the  agencies 
responsible  for  managing  the  transportation 
infrastructure-Massport,  MassHighway,  MBTA,  FHWA,  and 
Amtrak. 


Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  a 
discussion  of  the  specific  role  played  by  the  regional 
transportation  alternatives  and  steps  that  Massport  has  taken  to 
foster  use  of  these  alternatives.  Massport  has  long  recognized 
and  has  been  a  proponent  of  options  to  Logan  Airport.  Together 
with  the  regional  airports,  Massport  has  implemented  a  regional 
strategy  to  enhance  the  use  of  options  to  Logan  Airport.  In  the 
Draft  EIS/EIR,  Massport  identified  up  to  7.3  million  annual 
passengers  that  could  be  absorbed  by  regional  alternatives  that 
include  use  of  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and 
Worcester  Regional  airports,  as  well  as  the  new  high-speed  rail 
to  New  York.  In  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport 
recognizes  that  these  developments  will  slow  Logan  Airport's 
passenger  traffic  growth.  Logan  Airport  may  not  achieve  the 
37.5  million  passenger  forecasts  until  after  2010,  but  rather 
closer  to  2015,  and  the  45  million  passenger  forecasts  may  not 
be  achieved  until  after  2020.  While  regional  alternatives  can 
play  an  important  role  in  reducing  the  rate  of  future  traffic 
growth  at  Logan  Airport,  they  do  not  address  Logan  Airporfs 
inability  to  efficiently  accommodate  current  levels  of  demand 
during  northwest  wind  conditions.  Runway  14/32.  which  is 
designed  to  correct  the  problem  with  Logan  Airports  layout,  is 
necessary  to  con-ect  this  deficiency  and  provides  clear  benefits 
at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These  benefits  will  only  increase 
in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at  the  regional  airports  act 
to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at  Logan  Airport. 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  It  would  correct  a  series  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation. 
Massporfs  plans  to  handle  the  ground  access  requirements 
of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  Environmerital  Status  and  Planning  Report  (previously 
GEIR)  and  its  subsequent  annual  updates  (Environmental 
Data  Reports). 

Massport  is  working  with  the  MBTA  to  improve  transit  access 
to  Logan  Airport  via  the  Blue  Line  and  the 
Airport  Intemiodal  Transit  Connector  (AITC).  Section  2.7  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the  proposed 
MBTA  improvements  in  transit  access  to  Logan  Airport.  The 
Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR),  reports  on  the 
status  of  these  ground  transit  improvement  projects. 


Letter  35:  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  David  C.  Soule,  Executive  Director 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

35.3       Ground  Mitigation 
Transportation 


35.4 


35.5 


35.6 


Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Ground  Access  to 

Transportation     Logan  Airport 


Comment 

Massport  should  be  commended  lor  their  ellols  in 
developing  pnvate  vendor  partnerships  to  improve  access 
to/lrom  areas  such  as  Braintree  and  Newton.  Massport's 
support  of  alternative  fuel  vehicles  and  transportation 
demand  management  (TDM)  is  also  laudable  The 
ettectiveness  ol  these  transportation  alternatives  should  be 
discussed  in  the  FEIR.  as  should  the  possibility  ol  beginning 
other  public  transit  routes  The  opening  ol  the  Woburn 
Intermodal  Transportation  Center  is  planned  to  coincide  with 
the  closing  of  the  Mishawum  Commuter  Rail  Station  and  the 
neighbonng  Logan  Express  facility.  The  FEIR  should 
include  an  analysis  of  ndership  impact  due  to  this  closure  on 
the  northwest  segment  ol  the  region,  since  travelers  on 
Route  128  from  the  east  and  west  will  have  to  go  north  on 
1-93  to  use  the  new  Wobum  service  We  are  also  pleased  to 
note  that  Massport  will  expand  the  Logan  Express  services 
to  Cape  Cod  and  encourage  Massport  to  examine 
additional  locations  for  Express  sen/ices  from  cuaent  and 
planned  park  and  nde  lots.  Eflorts  to  limit/reduce  the 
number  of  vehicles  travelling  to/from  the  airport  proper 
should  not  only  be  explained  in  the  FEIR,  but  the  availability 
ol  adequate  funding  to  support  these  eHorls  should  be 
presented  as  well. 


Ground  Access  to 

Transportation     Logan  Airport 


As  Massport  plans  to  gam  control  of  the  operations  of  the 
Worcester  Airport,  they  should  consider  modilications  which 
would  make  this  airport  more  accessible  and  convenient. 


The  FEIR  should  address  the  applicability  of  the  proposed 
South  Boston  Piers  Transitway  in  providing  access  to  this 
area. 

An  indirect  access  (such  as  from  Route  1  A)  permit  should 
be  required  from  the  Massachusetts  Highway  Department 


Response 

The  Logan  Airside  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  impacts 
of  the  proposed  airside  improvements.  Refer  to  the 
Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  for  a  discussion  of  ground  access 
options  including  the  Wobum  Intermodal  Transportation  Center 
and  Logan  Express  services. 


The  MassHighway  is  analyzing  alternative  routes  that  would 
improve  surlace  access  from  1-90  and  1-290  to  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport.  MassHighway  is  in  the  process  ol 
prepanng  the  EIS/EIR  for  these  highway  improvements. 
Massport  supports  this  project. 

The  Airside  project  does  not  resuft  in  additional  demand  for 
ground  access  services. 

The  Airside  project  does  not  result  in  additional  demand  for 
ground  access  services. 


Letter  35:  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  David  C.  Soule,  Executive  Director 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

35.7 


Topic  1  Topic  2 

Ground  Studies 
Transportation 


Comment 


Massport  should  conduct  a  regional  traffic  analysis; 
including  a  passenger  origination  study  wiiich  identifies 
locations  at  tfie  regional'  local  level  as  opposed  to  the 
New  England  area  level;  a  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  analysis 
companng  resulting  conditions  to  existing  background 
conditions  as  well  as  to  a  background  wiiich  includes  known 
development  projects  such  as  the  Convention  Center;  an 
intersection  analysis  focusing  on  areas  such  as  the  ramp  to 
the  tunnel  and  several  off-ramps  from  1-93;  and  a  build 
analysis  which  examines  the  incremental  changes  in  traffic 
flow  resulting  from  incremental  phases  of  the  airports 
improvement  plan. 


35.8 


Ground  Mitigation  A  draft  Section  61  finding  from  Mass  Highway  should  be 

Transportation  included  in  the  FEIR. 


Response 

Massport,  as  a  matter  of  course,  has  monrtored  and  reported 
on  the  vehicle  tnp  generating  charactenstics  of  Logan  Airport  in 
its  vanous  environmental  filings  including  the  annual 
GEIR/Annual  Updates  documents.  It  has  also  projected  vehicle 
tnp  generation  estimates  for  an  annual  airport  activity  level  of 
37.5  million  air  passengers,  and  has  analyzed  the  impacts 
measured  and  projected  airport-related  traffic  for  three  different 
study  areas  (on-airport,  East  Boston,  and  regional).  The  results 
of  these  analyses  were  presented  in  the  Logan  International 
Airport  Generic  Environmental  Impact  Report  filed  with  MEPA 
in  July  of  1996  (EOEA  #3247/5146).  Since  that  time,  Massport 
has  monitored  traffic  activity  levels  at  Logan  Airport  and  have 
reported  average  annual  daily  traffic  (AADT)  and  average 
annual  weekday  traffic  (AWDT)  annually. 

Level  of  service  analyses  have  been  conducted  for  many 
intersections  in  East  Boston  and  Massport  has  wori<ed  with  the 
community  to  identify  potential  improvements.  Additionally, 
Airport-related  trip  generation  estimates  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  traffic  models  used  by  the  Central 
ArteryyT unnel  (CA/T)  Project  that  were  integral  to  the  design  of 
CA/T  Project  roadways  including  the  1-90  extension  (TWT)  and 
the  l-90/Route  1 A  connections  in  East  Boston. 

Estimates  of  Logan  Airport-related  trip  generation  have  also 
been  included  in  the  Boston  Metropolitan  Area  regional 
transportation  model  maintained  by  the  Central  Planning  Staff. 
Vehicle  trip  ongins  and  destinations  are  assigned  to  the 
respective  traffic  zones  based  on  town  level  ongin  and 
destination  data  collected  through  Massport  tri-annual  air 
passenger  surveys.  As  a  result,  Logan  Airport-reiated  vehicle 
tnps  are  included  as  part  of  the  regional  baseline  and  all  future 
condition  traffic  analyses  prepared  by  Central  Transportation 
Planning  Staff  (CTPS)  in  a  manner  consistent  with  vehicle  trip 
generation  characteristics  of  the  Boston  central  business  district 
(CBD)  and  other  distinct  trip  generators  in  the  region. 

In  addition  to  the  comprehensive  evaluation  of  Logan  Airport- 
related  traffic  impacts  presented  in  annual  environmental  filings 
by  Massport,  or  other  project  sponsor,  also  prepares  project- 
specific  traffic  impacts  of  on-airport  actions  that  ctoss  MEPA 
filing  thresholds.  Examples  include  Environmental  Assessments 
(EAs)  and  Environmental  Impact  Reports  (EIRs)  for  the  West 
Garage  prqect,  the  International  Gateway  project,  the  Terminal 
A  project.  Cargo  Building  63,  the  Logan  Office  Center  Garage, 
the  Hilton  Hotel,  etc.  Each  of  these  projects  assess  the  traffic  ' 
impacts  (including  construction-related  traffic  impacts)  of  the 
proposed  project  and  develops  appropriate  levels  of  mitigation 
that  are  included  in  the  project's  Section  61  finding.  See  also 
the  Proposed  Section  61  Findings  in  Section  8.7  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Draft  Section  61  Findings  are  in  Section  8.7  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  35;  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  David  C.  Soule,  Executive  Director 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


•II 

Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

35.9       Ground  Traffic 
Transportation 


Comment 

Massport  should  identity  its  proposed  passenger  demand 
management/reduction  and/or  capacity  improvement  plans 
such)  as  differential  tolls  (or  single  occupancy  vehicles  at  the 
tunnels  and  bridge;  subsidized  parking  rates  at  peripheral 
sites  and  increased  parking  rates  at  the  airport;  increased 
assistance  with  and  access  to  the  passenger  rail  in  the 
northeast  corndor. 


Response 

l^assport  has  in  place  an  extensive  Ground  Access 
Management  Plan,  the  primary  goals  of  which  are  to:  increase 
the  overall  efficiency  of  the  metropolitan  transportation  system 
through  interagency  coordination;  increase  annual  air 
passenger  HOV  mode  share  to  35.2  percent  by  the  time  annual 
air  passengers  reach  37.5  million;  reduce  employee  reliance  on 
commuting  alone  by  pnvate  automobile;  provide  adequate  long- 
term  parking  within  the  limits  of  the  Logan  Airport  Parking 
Freeze:  and  improve  management  of  ground  access  and 
infrastajcture  through  technology. 

Key  achievements  in  reaching  those  goals  include: 

Establishment  of  the  Logan  Airport  Transportation  Management 
Association  (TMA)  Massport  provided  subsidies  for  TMA 
members  on  Logan  Express  and  MBTA.  TMA  members  ride 
the  Rowe's  Wharf  Water  Shuttle  for  free;  hired 
professional  TMA  linn  to  operate  the  Logan  Airport  TMA 
Record  ndership  on  the  Logan  Express  bus  service  (exceeded 
over  one  million  passengers  in  1998  and  1999)  and  planning  lor 
a  fourth  Logan  Express  location. 

Constmction  of  the  Wobum  Regional  Transportation  Center 
w/hich  will  include  900  new  parking  spaces  for  Logan  Express 
(constmction  completed  in  2000) 

Planning  for  the  Airport  Intennodal  Transit  Connector  which  will 
provide  a  direct  link  between  Logan  Airport  and 
South  Station/Red  Line  Initiation  of  the  Logan  DART  bus 
service  between  Logan  Airport  and  South  Station. 

Participation  with  the  MBTA  in  planning  for  the  redesigned  new 
Airport  Station  to  include  wide  escalators,  flight  information 
monitors,  and  other  air  passenger  amenities. 

Continued  the  operation  of  free  shuttle  buses  between  Airport 
Station,  Water  Shuttle  dock,  and  terminals. 

Provided  a  dedicated  DART  bus  dock  at  South  Station  with 
direct  sen/ice  to  the  airport. 

Implemented  Logan  Direct  service  from  the  South  Shore. 
Continued  marketing  and  advertising  of  HOV  sen/ices  through 
use  of  1-800-23LOGAN  telephone  service  and  other  media. 

Continued  implementation  of  commercial  vehicle  lane, 
Neptune  Road  exit  ramp  peak  penod  forced  tumaround,  local 
street  closures,  and  traffic  volume  restnctions  at 
Maverick  Street.  Continued  traffic  monitonng, 
curbside  monitonng,  and  traffic  control  improvements. 
Continued  development  effort  for 
Advanced  Traveler  Information  Systems  and  Automatic  Vehicle 
Identificaton  (AVI)  to  monitor  commercial  vehicle  activity. 
Refer  to  the  Logan  Airport  1994/95  GE/H  which  includes 
Massporf  s  Ground  Access  Management  Plan. 


Letter  35:  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  David  C.  Soule,  Executive  Director 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

35.10 


Topic  1 

Ground 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Access  to 
Logan  Airport 


35.11 


Ground 
Transportation 


Mitigation 


Comment 

Massport  should  identify  their  level  of  commitment  to  aiding 
in  the  management  of  the  regional  transportation 
infrastructure.  For  example-  MBTA  improvements  such  as 
the  urtan  ring  and  station  locations  in  an  amount 
con-esponding  to  the  amount  committed  to  the  artery/tunnel 
project;  locations  for  proposed  new  parl<-and-flys;  and 
relocation  of  car  rental  facilities  to  off-site  areas  with 
conresponding  shared  transit  to  these  areas. 


The  FEIR  should  present  any  discussions  regarding  the 
effect  of  recent  bond  reauthorization  legislation  submitted  by 
the  administration  which  may  reduce  highway  project 
dollars  for  projects  in  the  Logan  expansion  impact  area. 


Response 


Massport  is  considering  consolidation  of  car  rental  facilities, 
which  will  facilitate  the  consolidation  of  the  courtesy  vehicles 
serving  the  rental  car  companies. 

Massport  is  working  with  the  MBTA  to  improve  transit  access  to 

Logan  Airport  via  the  Blue  Line  and  the 

Airport  Intennodal  Transit  Connector  (AITC).  Section  2.7  of  the 

Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the  proposed 

MBTA  improvements  in  transit  access  to  Logan  Airport.  The 

Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR),  reports  on  the 

status  of  these  ground  transit  improvement  projects. 

Massport  is  constantly  striving  to  make  Logan  Airport  a  more 
efficient  transportation  center  with  less  impact  on  surrounding 
communities  by  improving  mass  transit  access  to  Logan 
Airport.  The  Airside  Project  makes  Logan  Airport  more  efficient 
and  will  not  affect  vehicle  traffic,  transit  systems  or  major 
roadway  intersections.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses 
all  the  environmental  impacts  from  the  Airside  Project.  The 
ESPR/GEIR  and  its  Annual  Updates  discuss  Massport* s  efforts 
to  lessen  Logan  Airport's  total  environmental  footprint, 
especially  impacts  from  ground  access. 


The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  responds  fully  to  the  EOEA 
Certificate  of  May  7, 1999. 


Letter  35;  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  David  C.  Soule,  Executive  Director 


CITY  OF  BOSTON .  MASSACHUSFTO 

OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
THOMAS  M.  MENINO 

The  Hon.  Robert  A.  Durand  April  7,  1999 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention  MEPA  Office  I  FJTCD 

100  Cambridge  Street,  20*  Floor  '  ' 

Boston,  MA  02205 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 


d.su„c.s  for  great  lengths  of  timf  on  congesteroaS  L^iTfT  "^'^^ 

srg^XaTS-^^-- 

.He  .sue  of  .HetHer 

employees  win  be  able  to  travel  to  and  fro^Zrithom 
e^no^^ic^^^lir,^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

region  ,s  already  in  "serious"  non  S^roTth"^""''™  °      ""^      Productivity.  The 
the  U.S.  Environmental  ProtectionTgenTy  """"^  °^°"e.  according  to 

b':rare'::i^:rrs:-i:~^^^^ 

-d  inseparable.  I  fterefore  res^ly  3"  ™„  rt  r''o'""'^"'=  ""P^^"^  -l«ed 
foil  and  complete  accounting  of  all  the  Sde  imn  J,  '  ">  P'o^de  a 

proceeding  a„y  ftnher.  To  do  so  Culd  onlv  H  'T^^  °^  "  ■mproveraent  plan  before 
deserve.  """W       ''e"y     People  of  greater  Boston  the  answers  we 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  36 
City  of  Boston 
Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


36.1 


Ground 
Transportation 


Response 


Access  to 
Logan  Airport 


More  passenger  traffic  at  Logan  Airport  will  only  mean  more 
cars,  trucks  and  shuttle  buses  on  our  congested  higtiways 
and  urban  road  system.  During  peak  travel  times,  this  could 
make  traffic  congestion  unbearable  on  the  Southeast 
Expressway  and  Route  1A.  It  will  also  encourage  more 
drivers  to  seek  altemate  routes,  worsening  congestion  and 
roads  such  as  Storrow  Drive. 

...  As  traffic  at  Logan  expands,  road  traffic  congestion  will 
grow  worse,  more  vehicles  will  slow  to  a  crawl,  and 
suburban  travelers  may  not  be  able  to  get  to  Logan  on  time. 

...the  addition  of  more  vehicles  to  our  roads  raises  concerns 
about  environmental  and  economic  impacts  of  traffic 
congestion,  from  air  pollution  to  lost  time  and  productivity. 


Massport  has  in  place  an  extensive  Ground  Access 
Management  Plan,  the  primary  goals  of  which  are  to:  increase 
the  overall  efficiency  of  the  metropolitan  transportation  system 
through  interagency  coordination:  increase  annual  air 
passenger  HOV  mode  share  to  35.2  percent  by  the  time  annual 
air  passengers  reach  37.5  million:  reduce  employee  reliance  on 
commuting  alone  by  pnvate  automobile;  provide  adequate  long- 
temi  parking  within  the  limits  of  the  Logan  Airport  Parking 
Freeze;  and  improve  management  of  ground  access  and 
infrastructure  through  technology. 

Key  achievements  in  reaching  those  goals  include: 
Establishment  of  the  Logan  Airport  Transportation  Management 
Association  (TMA).  Massport  provided  subsidies  for  TMA 
members  on  Logan  Express  and  MBTA.  TMA  members  ride 
the  Rowe's  Wharf  Water  Shuttle  for  free;  hired 
professional  TMA  firm  to  operate  the  Logan  Airport  TMA. 
Record  ridership  on  the  Logan  Express  bus  sen/ice  (exceeded 
over  one  million  passengers  in  1998  and  1999)  and  planning  for 
a  fourth  Logan  Express  location. 

Gonstmction  of  the  Wobum  Regional  Transportation  Center 
which  will  include  900  new  parking  spaces  for  Logan  Express 
(construction  completed  in  2000) 

Planning  for  the  Airport  Intemiodal  Transit  Connector  which  will 

provide  a  direct  link  between  Logan  Airport  and 

South  Station/Red  Line.  Initiation  of  the  Logan  DART  bus 

service  between  Logan  Airport  and  South  Station. 

Participation  with  the  MBTA  in  planning  for  the  redesigned  new 

Airport  Station  to  include  wide  escalators,  flight  infomiation 

monitors,  and  other  air  passenger  amenities. 

Continued  the  operation  of  tree  shuttle  buses  between  Airport 

Station,  Water  Shuttle  dock,  and  terminals. 

Provided  a  dedicated  DART  bus  dock  at  South  Station  with 
direct  sen/ice  to  the  airport. 

Implemented  Logan  Direct  sen/ice  from  the  South  Shore. 
Continued  marketing  and  advertising  of  HOV  services  through 
use  of  1-800-23LOGAN  telephone  sen/ice  and  other  media. 
Continued  implementation  of  commercial  vehicle  lane, 
Neptune  Road  exit  ramp  peak  penod  forced  turnaround,  local 
street  closures,  and  traffic  volume  restnctions  at 
Mavenck  Street.  Continued  traffic  monitoring, 
curtiside  monitoring,  and  traffic  control  improvements. 
Continued  development  effort  for 
Advanced  Traveler  Information  Systems  and  Automatic  Vehicle 
Identification  (AVI)  to  monitor  commercial  vehicle  activity. 
Refer  to  the  Logan  Airport  1994/95  GBR  which  includes 
Massport's  Ground  Access  Management  Plan. 


Letter  35:  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 


CITY  OF  BOSTON  •  MASSACHUSETTS 


OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
THOMAS  M.  MENINO 

LETTER  37 


T1i=Hoa.  Robert  A.  Durand  April  22.  1999 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20"^  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

Statemenimeport,  eSea  #70458  '"^'"^  '^''^  Environmental  Impact 

s^b^irnind-:.":';^^^^^^^^^^ 

-o^eoncernstHattHeMaUj^ttTrOH^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

^°t''j~'"'  ""^"^  ^""h.  ,o- 

vehicles  .raveL  Tan  To^t  an'  r^^^^^^^  '".^'--^  '^''"g^  -  -II  as  ,„creased 

of.a,er,„  Bos.on  Harbor.  The  DEIS/R  fails  ,o  addretTh:';rnrs"ade;Tei;::ft^r^ 

St^n'^ATdi^rarrn:':::;^.:^^^^^  '-°g»  -,es  .  and 

Central  A«e,y.  I,  is  „„,  a  serirsTons'e™  solmion  ,o         " 't^  "'^'"^  '°  1'' 

Airport  will  only  mean  more  Zl  tracks  L  shuX  ^  "^"^ " 
roads.  Traffic  congestion  is  aSTea^irrmt    K,        °"      ""S'^'""  '''«''™>'^  ^-^  '"cal 

and  Massporfs  p'yio^>y  l:!:^l"G%V:^^^^^^^^  ™=  .-^EIS/R 

airside  improvements,  nor  do  ihev  fullv  exnior..  ""P^^"^  °f 

from  Logan  via  al.emarive  modes                        ^  °f  P^^^^nJers  ,o  and 

Tlie  majority  of  Logan's  users  actually  come  from  beyond  Route  128  ahh 
s..es,ha.have  recommended  i„ra:C^r.:rhr-^ 


Rouul'Zt        L'T  '7  '  "^""^  "  f^o"  « Ihe  junction  of  I  495 

Rom.  128  and  he^S  .f^nT^  ,   ,  of  Masspo«'s  own  Hanscom  Field  al™. 

Bedford  The  DEIS^  c '1  "8'°"^'  ^'f''^^  and  New 

serious  strategy  ,„  d.ven  ^affic  from  Lo.   7  C°">n>°nweal,h  i„,plen,=ms  a 

-.an.,,,neTer..oKjdt^[;::„tr^^^^^^^^ 

Mata'S'po^  aIXTo?  ""fp A"-— .ion  allow  ,h=  ' 

pollution  id  weaken  Bo^S  corpSvf:^^^^^  '''^  ^ 

economic  growth  in  the  region  wZc  '^  ^^^^^^^^^  ""S^^^on,  then 

.his  problem  will  only  grow  worse  over  tirne       '''  ""'^'^""^ 

nave  caused 

ctr=g— -^en^^^^^^^^^^ 

.o  come  together  arl'd  i  i  sr,ha.  aSso  "  T  °PP°™"..y 
T^is  issue  is  so  comprehensi"  :,d  Lm^  :^ra,TbL'^^^^^^  ^'T'    ^°  '"'"y 

public  forums  on  a  regional  level.  *         "amined,  debated  and  decided  in 

Finally,  as  the  attached  submission  indicates  the  ritvAfp„,.„  i. 

Massporfs  other  plans  to  optimize  iTJaT  Th,„  ^  ""^  "  "f  ""oems  on 

DEIS/R.  Missing  from  Lse  p^^s  t^o«  Jr ''"""''^'y  'he 
that  could  reduce'flight  de^^s' n"me  y  ^^^^^  ^'-'=8^" 
pncing  could  be  tmplemen.e'd  in  far  Jsf  ttt^S  ^esr-  fort:::S^rL«way 

a'7h:SsitTrrgtrtomt::o^ 

in  so  many  respects  hat  f)  IhrN^^ss^hrtts  P 'J  a  7  "^'^'^ 

2)  the  Commonwealth  mu   convene  a  ,«  „ll       T^°"^,  and 

region,  develop  comprehen  ive  s^te.iS  ,„  1  '^^^^^^^^  '"nsponatton  m  the 

transponation  needs  promot^  a  gre  S  va rieZ  trr  '""S-'"™  '"^Stonal 

3.ourecon„my.and^omm,,tlfecT:rwr^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Thomas  M.  Menino 
Mayor  of  Boston 

enclosures 


Environmental  Services 
CITY  OF  BOSTON 

THOMAS  M.  MENINO 

-  ANDREA  d-AMATO 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 
Logan  All-side  Improvements  Planning  Project 
April  22,  1999 


Chief  of  Environmental  Se 


rvice; 


The  City  ofBoston  finds  the  Draft  EnvironmenialStaterr,»nf/R„n^„w  <-  • 

respectfully  requests  that  Secretao-  Durand  of     Executive  Ofr  '"^  '"^''^''"^'^  '"'^ 

John  Silva,  Senior  Project  Manager  of  the  Federal  AvTa  ion  AH         ^nvtronmental  Affairs  and 

The  document  as  presented  does 'not  adequje,ra^st  2  envtZ'T't™ 

proposed  project  or  existing  conditions  F„7h,    ,  !        =n"ronmental  impacts  of  the 

surrounding  4g,o„a,tra„s?oZtrs  :te^t  c'  „  :^ 

s.ate  of  transporta  ion  by     Ide  "firsl  L^^^^^^^^  '"""^-^^ 

analysis  is  undenaken  both",  ,hnrt  ^  h  i  "'^  '''^S'""-  '^f'"  *is  updated 

comLhensive  reX-l  plan  transportation  plan  must  be  included  in  a 


The  following  is  a  su 

ip 

Environment 


The  followingis  a  summary  of  issues  not  adequatelv  analvzed  and  rrif.V.i  •  f 
provided  about  the  levels  of  impact:  analyzed  and  c.  itical  mformation  not 


•    Air  Quality 

Increase  levels  of  VOC,  CO  and  NOx  emissions  are  projected  as  a  result  nf  Q7  0 

anticipated  growth  at  Logan.  projeciea  as  a  result  of  612 

Increase  in  auto  and  bus  emissions  will  result  from  growth.  37.3 

37.4 

sr;"~sr"""°'""~"""""'"'»*~-"  37.5 


Current  coraplamts  about  air  quaiity,  odor  and  soot  emissions  by  affected  resirf^nt  a-,  . 
i.u...Mu^       .nv..v,ate  currem  leveis  are  no:  acceptaoie  ana  nave  not  been  addressed*^' -0 

•  Noise 

There  will  be  additional  no.se  from  idlmg  engines  on  the  Centerfield  Taxivvay  wh.ch^^'' 
will  immediately  impact  residents  of  East  Boston  and  Winthrop.  . 

Current  complaints  by  residents  indicate  that  existing  noise  levels  are  not  acceptable.S/J 

Massport  has  indicated  that  mnway  14/32  is  to  be  used  primarily  during  periods  of  07  1 
%ht  par"  ""'^       "'"^^        volur^es  m  the  37.9 

Lowering  landing  mirjimums  on  Runway  27  will  increase  noise  for  residents  of       07  lA 
Winthrop.  Lowering  landing  minimums  on  Runways  22L  and  15R  will  incre^.P 
noise  for  residents  of  East  Boston  and  Revere.  '^'cd^c 

•    Water  Quality 

Massport  has  not  provided  the  Boston  Conservation  Commission  with  adequate        37  )1 
mformation  about  its  monitoring  or  its  compliance  with  the  Orders  of  Conditions  to 
protect  the  harbor  and  the  valuable  remaining  wetlands. 

Masspon  is  not  in  compliance  with  the  Naiional  Pollution  Discharge  and  Eiimmation  37  1J 
Systems  permitted  outfalls  at  Logan.  ^-lumndiion  j  / . 

'No  pollution  treatment  structures  for  the  North,  Porter  and  Maverick  Outfalls  which  37  13 
serve  306  acres,  are  discussed  as  required. 

Before  its  removal,  alternatives  to  the  Blast  Fence  that  provides  marsmal  protection  07  iil 
from^noise,  ftimes  and  blast  effects  from  take-offs  for  residents  must^be  identified  and  ^'-'^ 

'    Public  Health 

To  date  little  or  no  analysis  or  study  of  the  affects  on  public  health  from  Loean 
operations  has  been  conducted  ^ 


No  analysis  of  federal  Executive  Order  12898,  "Federal  Actions  to  Address  07  1C 

Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations.  H-^^ 


2 


M 


Transportation 

•    Landside  Impacts  of  Runway  14/32 

transportation  (regional  highways^  locafs'JaL  ^i"" '2:^^^      °"  ^'''^ 
•    Travel  Demand  Management 

HOV  ^o^'s "°'  ^"^^^-'^'^  of  its  future  project.ons  of  transit  and  37.20 

The  DEIR/S  does  not  differentiate  the  various  tvoes  nf  Rn v  .  . 

mto  account  the  11:11  impacts  of  certain  t^pes  of  travel  Q7  01 
taxi  and  drop-off  trips  passenger,  whn  J                          considered  HOV  (e.g.  O/.^  1 

HOV  tt^ps  bLuse  t^h^/^aSr  :,^ri.'o7a„t ''"^^^ 
The  DEIR/S  does  not  provide  adequate  ii^onraHn-,  ^r,  r  -r 

^-^-"^'---^---^^^^  37.22 

mbS!  s::  ™ rpit'/e.tr ^  -^^  37.23 

•    Airside  Transportation  Impacts 


3 


The  DEIR/S  discounts  peak  period  pricing  because  it  is  assumed  to  reduce  reeion  i37  26 

air  service.  Massport  should  analyze  a  peak  period  pricing  scenario,  which  con^iw  " 
a  shifting  of  some  service  to  other  regional  airports.  'i^iaers 

Regional  Alternative  1 

•  There  is  no  description  of  a  regional  plan  that  actually  diverts  traffic  from  Logan. 

•  There  are  no  fUnding  requests  in  the  Transponation  Bond  Bill  for  upgrades  at' 
Worcester,  Hanscom,  or  Fort  Devens  to  improve  infrastnicture  and  public  transit  as 
part  of  a  regional  strategy.  I'^nbii  as 


•    Peak  pricing  is  not  explored  as  a  tool  to  divert  flights  in  the  region. 


37.2S 


ATTACHMENTS 

March  26,  1 999  Committee  on  Transportation,  State  House, 

.    ^^>'-T''°-M.Me„,„„.s,es„™„,anheS>a,eHouse.March,23,  ,999 

'  ^-^"^ 

April  20,  1999  '  ^l^'^f^f  Environmental  Services,  Clly  Of  Boston 

A^Tr:Xtr  ^^^^^^^  .pr.„,  Ml„ln,un, 


I 

1 


m 


THOMAS  M.  MENINO 
Mayor 


Environmental  Services 
CITY  OF  BOSTON 


ANDREA  d'AMATO 

Chief  of  Environmental  Services 


April  23,  1999 

Honorable  Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Attention;  Arthur  Pugsley,  MEPA  Unit 

federal  Avif;?o"'AT"'-''  '"^""^  ^-^-n 
n  t     c   f  .  Administration  New  England  Region 
1 2  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01083 

Re: 


Logan  Airsid=  tap.oven,e„ts  Planning  P.ojec,  Draft  Environmental  tapact  Sta.en,ent^epc,,  EOEA 
Dear  Secretary  Du/krtd  and  Mr.  Silva: 

incorporared  herein  are  detailed  comln  Z„  ^"P°n3e  to  tl,e  DEIS/R.  Attached  and 

Redevelopnten.  Awhorit  (BrI)  ^"^  Boston 

S:t^:rn:f;::Li- n^n^xra  MrEta^dr  ^^^^  ^= ---^  -  -  ^°-n  37.30 

on  a  regional,  inter-  and  multi-modal  leve?  ^       transportation  system  that  must  be  addressed 

T^e  City  Of  Boston  finds  the  DEIS/R  deficient  in  many  respects  and  respectfully  requests  that: 
1 .  Massport  withdraw  this  document- 


omc~o:;;f  ^  117'^  and  ade,.atcly  represented  on  sue.  a  panel  along  with  p.blic 

onom.sts.  land  use  planners,  and  representatives  of  environmental  and  public  health  .nterests. 


ENVIRONMHNTAL  mN.c;FOUENCF..S 
Air  Quality 


se^icc  vehicle  flee,  'o  al,era,™ed  v^h  cles  sZt  TT".   '  8™""^ 

m,.,ga„„g  >he  air  quality  in-pac  of  Logan  „,ay  include  lea.  agrlmLt^w  h  new  oVren 

conlam  requirements  or  incentives  such  as  reH,,r,a     k  f     ^Sr^mcnts  w,th  new  or  renewing  tenants  that 

entission  vehicles  by  tenants"  raddkion  ,utrt  Tr       ^'  "flow  or  no 

For  several  years,  Massport  has  indicated  that  it  is  evaluating  the  benefits  of  mnvin.i,  ••  .  17  OC 
operations  to  off-airport  locations.  This  will  add  vehicle  uZTcZT,  ,  .  *  ''"'""^  ""^  """^  "''•>'5 
City  has  twice  requested  that  a  detailed  analvsis  anH  .  '  '  ^'^  ''"^'"y- 

but  Masspor,  has'never  respindedt^i:  i^q'ui"  '    ~  ^        °^  A™-'  "P^='=  (A") 

a^^ST"  i!it' —  data  for  aircraft  are  no,  c^-.tty  „ 

Should  be  aV:  j;;;:v';\:rd  rsc,^^^^^^^  37.36 

—endatio^s^nthisirsrortirr^^^^^^^^^ 


Massport  cires  in  the  DEIS/R  two  ^no, 

Control  Commission  (APCC)  raised ?/v^,  "P^aticns.  Al  that  time,  the  Boston  Air  PoM 

generated  by  engine  operation  during  aTe  off 7i^"  '""^'"S^  ^=  representative  of  actual  pan 

.0  prolonged  periods  of  high  temperature.  'P'"™^'"^'  -'"""g  taxiing  or  idling  at  the  gate)  and  exposed 

subject  to  publ,c  and  peer  review  prior  to  implementation 

ine  proposed  Runwav  14/"?  9  •  • 

DEIS/R  inadequate  and  order  a  re-filine  ofa  DFK/R  "".^'""^"^  ^"""W  ""d  the  air  quality  analysts  m  this  ' 
^•"d,es  outlined  above.  '-'"^'"S  ^  f""  air  quality  analysis  bald  on'da  a  ro^  the 


Noise 


In  our  analysis  'h*^  '^ert  rf  ' '  T 


37. 
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adversely  impac.ing  rVs M   «  nd  bea  h ^  •     ^  ' 


Blast  Fence 


comn,u„ity  process  is  anoL.  example  of    w  fhe^ed^of  Ea   B    n'  "'f 97  i1 

sen-es  as  an  illustration  of  the  conflictin/im.Tr,!  "'^  devalued.  Further,  it  01.4 

Logan  increases.  *  ''^         ^""^  f'''"^'  decision-makers  as  demand  at 

frangible,  and  would  Zre  ore  prle      h^r  rl^^     "  "  '°  ^'^^ 

Although  residents  are  equal  y  ^ncemedTfth  ,W  ^   7'°?  "'"="8"^^  "  ^^l"- 

the  fence  will  negatively  affctrchMutmlh  ""'""""^  ^'"^  ^'^^^'^  ^="^1  of 

live  in  Orient  Hefghts  Thesa  erJof^t^  members,  recreational  users  of  Constitution  Beach  and  those  who 

•he  expense  of  mem  ers  of  theXc  Zfr"'  T"'  accomplished  a, 

and  other  uses  of  the  beach  An  alternahve         "  "  '  '"'a.ers 

include  the  results  Tf  rdetailed  invesTi„  ,  „    f         T  '°  °f->  '™""'e„,3l  documents,  should 

.uahty  Of  life  in  and  a^atet »  ^H^^^h^'^n:  fur  itg^^^  """^'^ '°  '"^ 

Reduced  Approach  Minimums  for  Runways  I5R,  22L  and  27 

^^r^llZ:tT.;^oX.t^^^^^^^        ""^'"^  ™ 37.42 

.raffle  controllers  in  the  B^n  To t  wt:^^^^^^^^  "'"^  ""■'"^'^^^      P^'icy  used  by  air 

rttnway,  the  FAA  will  close  tha-  oa.nic,rr  n ,  ^      ^fl      ^  ^""""'^  '^"'^  '=^nn<" 

situation,  close  -he  a  ™ru,^H'  th^t  '  '  ="ious  weather 

.he  use  of  these  ntn^yrrrotodr  ^^"'"^  "'""""^  "> 

levels  which  they  cur^entrdc  not  experi^Le  '      """"  "P"™' 

o":b=rjeSe^rdrr^^^^^ 

-ofthrustanda4.the-:a^;e~::it^^^^^^^^^^ 


i 


PwXtlSs tjd^^^^^^^^^^^  ,f-'>''. '      cloud  cover    „sua„y  p..e„, 

o't^Tc'::;,:::^  3*:;;^^^^  cons..,,,  „,,„ .i...,.^  ,•„  .rr.. .  37.43 

.n  a  densely  popula.ed  residential  area,  near  scarce     n  space;^^^^^^^^^         "      '  "  -  '°",ed 

a  veo-  real  problem,  one  ,ha,  will  be  exacerbated  byTe  i  c  ea  ed  ,h-, 

".■nrmuras.  The  City  questions  if  the  referenced  "11  necessao-  to  abort  a  landing  at  lower 

When  other  major  commercial  air^ons  a^-  =1^=^''°"''""°'''  '""'"^    ^™"ar  areas 

characteristics  of  these  airports  shouiTbe  d«atd         '""'—^^  ^°cun,e„,s,  the  locations  and 

S:trhtre  appZh'^at^riiTur^^^^^^        ^tt  37.44 

Lowenng  the  landing  minimums  on  Runways  22L  nd  1 5R  wi^  f '     '"J"'  "^'ghborhood. 
res.dents  As  noted  in  the  DEIS/R  (Volume'l  p  3-  61  the  r!^  ""'^^  °"  ^ast  Boston 

FAA  and  Masspon  not  to  decrease  the  landing  m.^im^  o^R"'!!??"  T'"      ^  ^8^™-'  .h= 
agreement  should  be  respected  and  honored  TOe  cl'- °  "  "      ""'n*"  that  this 

niost  difficult  and  challenging  portion  of  a  fli.™  an  1,  th"""''  ?         °"  ^^-al  is  the 

the  use  of  these  lower  landing  mi„irurs  onll  se'"  ,  f   I  ''°V*"  """^'"""^  '^at  usually  trigger 

a  flight.  With  the  high  number  of  es  d"  ^1  v,n.Tl         ?   '  T"™'     ^''^  ^"""8      4m=n  of 
™"ways,  the  lowering  of  the  landmg  ^.ni^lr  tillX^^ ^^^^^^^^^^  - 


Water  Quality 


city,  Issuers  sucha:ri;^'^;,toXr,:^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

rema,n,n8  "etiands.  Although  Masspon  LscoZn^nf     '■^^""■'^''adowed  the  protection  of  the 
-Pl.ng  w„h  permtt  condiLs,  co^ .rjcrurto^r  ^^n  ~ 

Annual  Update  (AU),  only  the  North  and  West  outtllsl  e  eo^°     f  ^':;""'-  "■''""''"^  '°      ' " '  CEIR 
treatment  systems.  As  described  in  the  AU '^Ncl  o  T/m"  "'"^^'^  ^^Parator 

grease,  was  in  full  compliance  for  oH  ,nH        r      ?     "  ""P^^^d     compliance  record  for  oil  and 
years."  The  West  Outf^^chitefn^rr-ful  com!!"  for  settleable  solids  was  slightly  lower  than  in  previous 
PH  levels  and  settleable  solids."  The  P^^  :.,„:ri" T  8^=^='       I™  percent  compliance  for 
permit  requirements  for  oil  and  grease  and  oH  -^'  ^  ""'P''^"""  with  the  NPDES 

and  grease  ar.d  "near-ful,  complfare"  for  pH  '  T^e  0^,^:  •  f''^^'  .^^'"^-^       "-P'iance"  for  oil 

apparent  that  discharges  are  not  meeting  the  EPA^s  NPDES  tofe'''""'"'  ""='"'^'"6  " 

tSt^X'S^Sor^,:"^^^^^^^  NPDES  outfalls  that  drain  „ 

pen„ous  grasslands  for  the  main  airfi^M  '-^Tr ^1.  ^.'1 ""tfalls  and  reliance  on  infiltration  over  o/  40 
control  devices,  including  a  mechanically  deLTd  basset  t  ^"^'^^^ 

and  an  o.l/water  separator.  The  DEIS/EIR  S  not  idenrT'        .f"'"''  ^"""'^  ^""^P'  sedimentation  tank 

tiK  does  not  Identify  any  pollution  treatment  structures  for  the  North, 
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irJp!:  u:;Td;\"r«"'^f  ^s'"^^^    '?P      '°  ^AA-™„da,ed  safe. 

56,  250  square  feet  of  salt  marsh  on  the  grounds  of  Jean  Airno,,  !  ^^  ^   T.  T'^       "^""P""  ^=P""« 
Harbor.  The  fifth  and  Hnal  annual  moniforg  repo^ssued  r.he"  .  ^™  Boston 

cover  across  the  created  .arsh  is  at  the  70%  le  e    ^  Zu    fLT^  '",  j 

U/3"^:Tp:^rv";^^^^^^^^^^^^^^  "° '-"f-ation  describing  drainage  plans  for3' 

water  quality  itnpacts  and  fnclude  a"    to  'the  IZ    .  '°  -'^"=-8 

small  discharge  locations  tends  to  attenuaTe  a    d  s-^'^^  '™  '"t  "'""'^^"^  '  '^'^^  ""-"^^  "f 

Volume    p.  6-94).  The  proposed  airside  mprov  L  "  wHl^^^^^^^^^^^  °"      -rf!''""  (DEIS/R 

vegetation  to  paved  surface  MasSDOrt  anticiZIfr      J.  conversion  of  39.4  acres  of 

improvements  If  overland  di/per  on  i  p  ^v  1    Z    °  '"e  proposed 

3-  acre,  he  addressed.  .  HoT^iirM^^^r  r.i;rr  iL^r^l^^arr-^^'  '"^ 


are  being  made,  the  BCc"nff!::-difS  ro;r;;:ecr'^^^^^  3/ 

construction  of  additional  facilities  that  mav  in.n.rVn         L   .        ^^^^^'onal  impen^.ous  surface  and  the 

concludes  that  Ugan  has  reacW Itf ri^re'^n""  ^'^  '^■•> 

parcel,  bordered  by  fragile  natural  resources.  "P^^^V  'h'^ 

™vlrmt\^  Boston  Harbor.  Federal,  State,  and  local 

permits  or  amended  perm  ts  for  incr^d  s  /ror  r    r!       T  ""^"^  ^"^^^h^"-  N=w 

compliance  with  existing  nils  Za^^S Z^T  "P"" 

Of  conditions,  and  proviieWdetSjeset'dtrare-::^^ 

Furthettnore,  the  City  asks  that  Masspott  provide  documentation  that  these  commitments  at.  being  met:  37 

DEP  File  No.  6-464,  March  13,  1991 
Logan  Landscaping  ImDrovem,>nts  Special  rnnHlti^nc 

compTy':- hteTo'„di":rs  a''j:h:L^''t  'T"'"'  °P=-=^      —'^  -  -  - 

of  one  year  or  with  the  issuanct  offte  Ceni^^^^^^^^^^^  -Pi-  a<  *e  end 

assignees  shall  be  resDonsible  for  m,in«         n     <=.°"'P''a"ce.  The  applicant,  owner  successor  or 

lasting  integrity  oVAe'lrf":  ™ te'r "  '"^^""'^  --™g  the 
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and  site  activities  so  as  to  prevent  erosion  sih^tinn  .  . 

or  other  detrimental  impact  to  the  on-site  ;nd/o/nff  contamination 

^'^^^s^:::£S~P--^  

DEPFileNo.  6-467,  June  19  199] 

drainage  structures  and  outfalirassurL  1!         ^^^^^'^  '  °'  niamtaining  all  on-site 
and  site  act.vities  so  as  to    ^^^e;^^^^^^^^^^  '"^^^^'^  ^'.'^^  -^^-e  cover  on  the  sUe 

orotherdetrimentaiimpac^tothl^^ 

A  plan  and  sche^:  Tj^V  ^::!^^^^^^  ^'^^^       -'---d  regularly, 

issuance  of  a  certificate  of  ComnHance  t1  l      T  Commission  prior  to  the 

perpetuity.  Compliance.  This  maintenance  condition  shall  continue  in 

DEP  File  No.  6-5 1 6,  July  22  1 992 

M25S£OrtTesLBonn^^  ' 

DEP  File  No.  6-5.44;  May  12.  1993 
Logan  .Sflfpn/  Pnrl-] 

soasr:^l;:-:;itn:;;-:::^^zr^^ 

not  expire  at  the  end  of  one  year  or  w^th    .  condmons  are  ongoing  and  do 

applicant,  owner  successorTa'-Pn         nT'""  ofComplianc.  The 

drainage  structures    dTu  fa  "  Jun  ^^  --"Gaining  all  on-site 

and  site  activities  so  as  to  nr::"  7^^^^^                 '"^^'"'^  '^^^^^^  '^over  on  the  site 

crofter  detrimental  impac'r^  o  -  °e        "ff  -"'^"■ination 
34.  All  newlv  con^m.^L       ,       .        "'^  resources  areas 

road  or  o  Jr^aved"  ^^^^^^^^^  "'-ff  perimeter  access 

appropriate  control  of     pLed  d^^^^^^^^^^^  '°  °f 

standards.  '^'^'""8'        ^"='''^=1  ^re  B  WCS  oil/water  separator 


Wildlife  Habitat 
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wUdlife,  a  variety  of  birds  and  marnrna  s  at  se^ 'i'^,         ".T"  "^^  City  accepts  that  the 

the  Boston  Conservation  Commissinn  .'^    .  '"""^  functioning  of  the  airport.  At  the  same  time, 

established  habitat,  including  the  presenc^rr  L    ,         !         *'  resources.  The 

g      presence  of  the  upland  sandp.per  (a  state-listed  endangered  species)  is  proof 
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Tl.e  DEIS/R  Conservalion  and  Management  Plan  l,as  lh,ee  sections 

■  *rc:,:::::r' -^--sc  „ses  omen. 

•     off-site  mitigation. 

V.C.y  s,.ng„  o,ec.  ,o  the  suggestion  .ha,  off-si.e  tnitigation  s.ouid  „ec.  outside  of  the  Boston  Harbor 
Public  Health 

.0  consider  such  matters  appears  to  be  ut  of^lliaLe  '^^^  f-''"- 
.0  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minor!  3,^01    dr  T  "^'""^^  Actions 

evety  federal  agency  to  identify  and  addresuhe  env  rolen  a,  tnd";  ,7',^  """''"""^  "  ^=1"'-^ 
particularly  burden  minority  and  low  inliZTr.  ^"vircnmen^  and  health  effects  of  its  programs  that  97 

atis  Order  and  provide  dolt  t  il:      a    eirarr:  to^hat'eff  T^.'hh'  """^  "^^'^ 

attached  lener  from  the  BPHC.  '  Add't.onal  detail  is  provided  in  the 

S^^io/^SiifHe^l^rs^^rt^ 

important  infonnafion  on  various  sourc  s  of  It  con  ta  JnT  ^^^^  S^^^ered 

PM2.5.  There  would  be  considerabi  v  Le  i     at  ^i^  "^^^^^^^  '"f ''"^  'P^^^""'"^  °f  PM,o  and 

levels  in  other  Boston  neighborhoods  irn  ac  ed  btro"  n  ^.i^^  "  ""'""^  ^'^""'^^^  "^"^^ 

bu.Id  on  the  infonnat.on  gathered  thus  7ar  ^  -nformafon  w,l|  allow  public  health  ofHcals  to 

IRANSPORTATrOM 
Ground  Transportation 

other.  The  C,ty  of  Boston  has  long  maintained  that  the  two  are  inextricably  linked.  37 
The  City  of  Boston  requests  that  the  Secretary  find  this  npi<;n!  !„,j„  . 

analysis  of  the  landside  transportation  int>ac7-  of  ,hl  ^ElSfl!.  inadequate  on  the  grounds  that  there  is  no 
analysis  included  in  t^.e  GE-Rl^lacc"- b    s  .ce  rhTp.p  ^=  "EIS/R's  reliance  on 

Runway  14/32.  In  addition,  the  Cirf  ^drthai  many  en^e  Gpfp"  '''''''  '° 

™odes  are  questionable,  artd  that  thL  assutt^n7shouW  bfre  eS'""  '° 

c'^;aci^!  ™i;\:t:7i^^^^^^^^^       ^  °"      ^-^y  '^'32  wm  „o.  add37 

is  inelastic  with  respect  to  delay  Ste  Sr  31,=,  Z  ^""''"S"  <'="'^''  ^'  Log'""  Airport 

million  per  year  to  37.5  to  45  m'ill^n  per^!  r  t        il  ^f  ttf^I    ^  7 "  ^"P—^iV^S 
.sbuil.Under.hisassum,io„,theon;iUrordry::^^^^^^^^ 


,J43,CCG  hours  in  1998  to  596,000  hours  in  2010  with  n« 

ncrease  ,n  delay  would  not  result  in  a  shift  in  a^rT^,  °    v^'T^"       '"^^ical  to  suggest  that  such  an 

".ode,  .rapac,  on  roadway  and  tansit  capacity  Jndmlm^T        '  "P^-^fJ^  '^""side  irips  by 

accomodated  a,  other  regional  airports'and^^spon^;™^^^^  ' 

mc  udes  employees  who  come  in  by  shuttle  us   om  '  f  Iso  cT'^T'  '""^  '"O^^'-  ^asspon      Q?  W 

According  to  the  1 997  GEIR  Annual  Update  1 997  ,^1,,^  i  j  ^ 

"creased  by  6.8%  and  7.0%  respectivefy  ov„  ,  99/  ej^^^^  P--8=r  HOV  ridership 

question  remains  how  single  party  transportation  y  t    sch!d  t  com^  "  '1"''  '°  *e 
HOV  service.  A  means  of  transit  should  not  be  consWered  hth!^    commercial  provider  is  considered  an 
passengers  in  the  vehicle  for  the  majority  of  the  private  „„!."''"h  """"  <"  air 

passenger  to  Logan  is  no.  an  HOV.  but  functions  i  does  a  ^i!        "  "^"^P"'^ 

^^stuStir^^^^^^^ 

containing  three  or  more  air  passengers  (true  HOVsT  c.  ^  Pa^^="gers  and  those 

»e  raodified  as  necessaty  to  reflect  The  d  ffer.n.;   .  ^Z"^  '""  ^^are  stat  istics  should  then 

drop-off/pick-ups.        Boston  TransportatirDeparttrrBTnT"'  and 
impact  analysis  i„  te^s  of  vehiCe-mLs  ^^^Zl^^^''"^  ^"'""^  '"^"^ 

P^arrtol-^^^^^^^^  .c.,,ties.ust  ou.de  the  Hast  Boston  37-60 

Association  (TMA).  ^        '°        "^"'"^^  of  the  Transportation  Management 

pA:::^-:s?^g^  37 

emp  oyees  who  belong  to  the  TMA  or  who  recXe  an  MBTA  !!  T''^'''  '"^^"^      """^^er  of  ^ ' ' 

TMA  estimate  that  a  reduction  of  only  250  to  300  emnbvl   ''''  ^°  ^^P'^^^^ion  is  offered  for  the 

Transportation  Demand  Management'(TOM)  rasuTef  W  t^TsIn"  w '"J'  '''''  ^""'^ 
reducnon  estimate  is  particularly  questionable  '"''^'^"^'^  ^"^P'^y^*^  at  Logan,  this  trip 
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of  airpon  passengers  using  .ransie.  AZlZhe  Mml  tT  ",        '  "'Tr  ">""b=r 
Blue  Line  prcjee,, ,,  has  been  progres  ra  a  sloweMlf=,  ,  .     '"T"""'  '  'h^ 
accoun,  ,„  assessing  ,„e  ,„,pae^s  of  in:  J^Cr-  X^sCgtrels"'"^  ™° 


Ccnrcrficid  Taxiway 


"riLlt;-:rer^^^^^^^  .0  coss  a. 

—itnr^r.;-.'^^----^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

•  the  high  speed  tum-off  Taxiway  R  to  Taxiway  N;  3) 

•  the  high  speed  lum-off  Taxiway  Y  to  Runway;  and 

•  for  smaller  jets  and  commuter  aircraft.  Runway  33L  to  Taxiway  Q. 

'ItuXs'^Jared'o^MVsfp:^  ^^^'^  capacity 

lackmg  ,0  substantiate  , he  c71  such  L  ''^"'^  '"f"™^""" 

The  Runway  4R  scenario  fails  to  iustifV  the  beneflK  nfth^  r«„f»^  u -r    •  ^ 
issue  of  simultaneous  crossings  of  Runwav  4L  afl^,?,  ?  Centerfield  Tax.way.  The  City  disagrees  on  the 
Cen.erfield  Taxiway  will  move  te  tvprofactiv^f'''  ?"'"'!-  '''"''""''"y-  "^^POrt's  claim  tha,  the 
a.-af,  taking  ,b  Z  .r.,n.;^Z:'^Z  H^r^J  IZnTf  E^st'etLTT  T=  " 

approach  unt.l  he  orl  r::::e7pAr;;rdtn^:^  ^l^^^^  "  ---'^'^ 

demand  for  departures  on  this  runway  is  minim,f  ?  ^2'  ""^"""^y  22L  departures  is  overstated  as 

Taxiway.  During  peak  pe  s TTurtem    mber  „f       t    ? '"'^  Centerfleld 

in  length,  enroutf  to  RunZs  22fJl  f^^deoZ,  '        n"  °"  1?™'^ ^PP™>^ima,ely  3,800  fee,  ' 

be  5,300  fee-  in  -...V  s"  -.  bo-h  L  P  •  1       m  ' °  '°                 C^^tA^W  Taxiway  will 

to  queue  on  the  Mel^T^itf^^^^^^^^  f  r  '°  °f---ft  allowed 

P=™ission  foriOjoiJS^  Z  S  '"'^^  ^'r""  ^^^^^^ 
HowanyaircraftlS^ISJ^rearofthisl^r;^ 
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Was  u/o;f;,j„    ~  ^ 


airr.^i^    -.        ^  occur  when  there  vv;i/k<.    j  """"-"'c  to  comprehend  linvv- 

rl,e  Bayswater  Street  and  Coun  Road  neighLrhlod?  ""^^'^        -^'"-^  "h^"  ,l,ev  do 

Taxiway/Echo  Chart  esf  "  '^'"i^^nd  st  f  ,"'     ^'"^  ""derstands 

"o.si„gpoi„K  ^r"'  .™  Q-'^tec  (via  Runway  33L)  fcff  m  J"  ^''"'f  ^"d 

Although  there  n,ay  be  toes  when  an  aircraft  .a."  . 

The  location  of  the  renrprf;«M -r  • 

by  i,500  feet  T        "  f  '  l'"'""'^'  '^^^--en  Runwavs  29R  and 

with  fhp  ^       consideration  its  length  (9  inn  f^.f^  ^-  ^^P^^^'ed  from  rl,e  runvvav. 


II 


November  Taxiwav 

portion  of  Bayswa'^ir  s";;=t  whi  cThXt'^f  ^  '''n",'        C-™™ion  Beach  and  fte  w«er„ 

1™.!;:^:;:  "':,^:r  :raLtz  r  "7  '-"'i J^-^^ 

.Im  benefi,  would  6e  accomplish  d  d^^    peaT  pen^^^^^^^^^  °"  '^^       ^"«'-ns  ho^^ 

on  .he  airfield  increases  substantially?  Con^uct'on  of  ,he  ^  "''""'^  -o^en^ents 

double  the  number  of  a.rcraft  ground  movemenJocc^tg^i^  Sl^  'ri 

network,  than  currently  possible.  Although  there  would  be  t^o  'res  for  Lrlft  ''"  '  ™"™>' 
for  departure,  all  the  City  can  deduce  from  this  scenario  '  ,hV        .  <="'oule  to  Runways  22RA. 

and  the  associated  increase  related  to  bolnoise  ::rair  ^Xt;^:"  '"'""^ 

program  for  Logan.  ™« """^       ""^  P'^-^'^l^rly  a  capacity  enhancet^ent  ''/.fZ 

Delay 

a?e;™^a?irct:dt:srd::rira:i^rcrp: -^t^  ''tt  --'"i     '^^^  -  ^-san 

use  of  a  two  runway  configuratton.  How  veTSil  1  hTd  h       """f  r"  forcfng   07  70 

DEIS/R  discussion  fails  to  comply  w7hr Certi^ca  .  i^    .  u    .  T'"'"  and  the  <''•'>' 

from  any  discussion  or  evaluation  of  dehv  ic  th^ 

■  ■i.«e  issued  by  the  Secretary  in  1995  on  the  ENF  Missine 

and  problems  with  equipment  or  person  el  tl^T^o°/a^  'h'T"'.    "^"'^'"^  "'^"'^  Logan 
particularly  subject  to  mechanica  diffic  ,  es  a„d  othefdel,^^^         a^rports.  A.rlines  with  older  fleets  may  be 

problem  at  Logan.  Delays  due  to  cargol^  mall  commt^-7'°H"            """^  '"''""■fed 


Peak  Period  Pricing 


«i»"S  aircra^  operations  would  be      07  ^^ 
would  move  service  to  a  regional  aZort  is  not  m  m  Z-d     %T'"  "^ich  airlines    «5 '•  M 

plan  in  which  airlines  woui'd  continu^r  Iffrn^trarpe^rtta^buT      '  ^ 
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^^^ssport's  bottom  line.  °^  '°  ^^S'ona/  airports,  not  owned  by  MasTpon 

Finally,  Massport  considered  a  revenue  neutr.l  n.,i      •  .  . 

such  a  program  m,gb<  have  helped  regional  airpor,s  Strv]]^."  ^«  m 

&£SIONAL  Al.TFBM-iTrvpc 

Background 

(Bos.„Siore;;;;rxTr99fr:^^^^^^ 

E    ■^^"""itudy.  Executive  Summary,  1995).  eeioemand  (New  England  Regional  Air 

.WurtnTatTem^^^^^^^^  P8   x.-  -  . 

to  rei.eve  growmg  congestion  and  delays  in  Boston" 
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(Boston  r;ioh#»Pi<.«o^L^_ -I  i    tnne\      •         -     ..  . 

policy  sta.eme;,;'~"  ""^  "^'^  «»"^«"«t,o„  of  taffic  a.  Logan  AiT,ort  co„tadicts  these 

.ha.  ,l,=  MorJlnZtJr^Z:^^^^^^^^  7^''""°-  "f"--  ^'"^^      Loga.  Tl.e  City  found 

The  SMA  study  was  undenaken  because  the  1989  Massachusetts  Airport  System  Plan  TMASP^  mm  ^  m  u 
(.nteraati.aai.  .ho  T-f  a.  .r  lor  c-.aul  dorr  es^  c).  "he  5^/^  •  ■  ::'y  r<  r  .^r''  '  '''''^'^ 

transporT2t)cn  deiT^anrf r..^t\'^i' ,.^-(>-sto  -"c-d-^:!  '  "  "  "  "-j: -v'^''  ^' "  "'^"""'"""^^^e'-s 

b        :        :Vo"o:  77  2^  ^^-^      -P^"  of  eas^g  del;  ?o:.ave,  scrv,ccs 

.  -0  million  in  2010  and  7.2  million  passengers  in  2030"  (SAR,  Vol.  III.  p.  B-4). 

win  LtToT^'pLTr^  ,td  t r' ^'^"''"^  - 

as  noise,  safer.eliLi  LI,  ons  and  „  is  unknown  and  issues  such 

.es.ea  in  co.L^^  L-ru^aX  C^™  r  r  fo^^^^^^^^^^  ^  - 

It  was  determined  through  data  evaluation  for  the  SAR  fhat  "The  .d^m,nW  f.......  .u.  .  , 

for  a  tac.I.ty  smaller  than  the  originally  envisioned  SMA,  but  l.^ge^'thari^-a^rf^VeThT"''^;^  T 
regiona  a  rDorts"f  SAR  7  1  n  tu;.  ^    ^  ' ' '"--s^- ^-^^n  ...a.  ctte.ed  by  current  or  potentia 

instead  (SAR  ES-^  Ltld  th^rr"  "'"8=  -liever  airport"  (LRJIA) 

*rSMArd      «ht:t "I-T-.  -o  .rave,ers  than 

Pa^se^ersayea^anduit-l^ynr::,:;^^^^^^^^^^^ 
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estimated   9^  "iTo 

and5-M).  Use omaXrSa"  tteTa^^^^^^  ,  „ 


37.77 


The  Proponents  contend  rhat  Runway  14/27  nn 

Pr=c.p,,a,e  increased  passenger  volumes  ™  ,  con  e„  ^""-ay  14/32  "i 

veh,c,e  traffic  on  ,he  roads,  borh  locally  and  '  °f  ^"^^^     --ic=  and  increases  in 

iviassport  has  not  pursued  Wpm:,„^  h*" lyyy;.  U  this  is  actua  y  the  ca<;p  th*.  r;*, 

addiriona,  ^''^^JZ^  ^^!::^^:;^"       -  '^-^       P'^'inTSrt  ie  ^ITiSr  ^ 

a.  a  much  lower  public  cos..         ^  "  =  c.uld  be  impienren.ed  nTuchtoTe  ,u,ck,y  37.79 

?eS'""~'"8^^  .4/32  is       V  flfl 

Xr-~.-.aa.„ns.eaddrL:i~~^^ 
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3rs  of  talk 


Logan  by  expanding  use  of  the  sute's  regional  aimort,  in  !  >  ' congestion  at 

and  so  called  plans,  Worcester  and  Ne!:!:     ;;Ta"^l  et  r:::;'  ^7  ^^"^  " 

England  re»,onal  airpons  exantined  in  tl,e  Regional  A^r  Setlice  Stud"     "^""""^"^  '"'^^^ 

Together,  these  twoain^ons  lose  4 Init  pas        ~  (DE'S/R.  p.  2., 8). 

travelers  represent  almost  all  of  the  five  million  oasJnJ     1  .  *  f"""      P'  2)-  These 

-et>  year.  And,  these  five  millio  passen^h  bypt  r^I  ala"  ^'^"'^  '°  ^-e  to  Logan  3/  J] 
Logan's  annual  passenger  traffic  (DEIS/R,  p,  2.T9)             ^         '^"'^  '°"e'">'  2»  P^cent  of 

more  than  che';Io;oo;  ^Xts  at' .ne  «me '0^^'^,:^  paper7l'  Table  T^"  "  '  ' 
servtce  development  at  the  regional  airports  is  the  kev  to  recant^™  ,L ,  ^     '  "Aggressive 
■here  has  been  no  aggressive  service  d^velopm  n  a.  C  es  er  H--"         '  "-"^  "  ^" 

Massachusetts,  even  though  Masspon  claimsThat  4=  r  "f  ;  u  '"^        "'S'O'^"  ^'T"" 

component  of  Masspo.'s  plan  for'elc"s  I!^^:^"^^^^;'  ^''^"^  ^" 

.CT9«;;5rct:;r.h:tTs^oirki:'r;.,crr^ 

competitive  fares  and  it^prt'ed  groun  a'c  e  ""^  T""'  ^'^  ^^'^'^ 

ground  routes  to  Logan  mC  sLy  paper  »    p       l^e  NPr  <:f      '""r       '"^  '^^"^^  ""S"*"  "■^■>  «■= 
regional  a.rpotis  were  "capturing  les's  rtan  their  M„I!,f?  Study  also  found  New  England's  existing 
increased. iet  sen-ice  a.  ear'  of"l"  J-f-Z-fl^^ll  P°'.t'!!'i' ""'""^l"  "significar,.  poten^al  for 

Logan's  total  annual  opera-Jons  capacity  at  500,GCC,  Kai'coTs'a't'^'J uoo'      'i-'""  '"'"^ 

'       ^^'I'l^t^iTi  s  at  ^^z.oOO,  ana  vVorcester  at  282,000. 

™™re  an^;:gt:":f;„^;i^^  «  ^eve.  to  maintain  current 

of  travel  or  other  a  ^o^  Z  tr  ve     :,rp™m",onr    '"""""T^-  °''>"^"  -0^== 

:ra;::et--------~ 

^x:^«rrr:^^:^,j— 37.82 

Hanscom  or  any  other  regional  airport  in  Massachusetts  tDE!S'R,T:  ' '    ""^'"P"'"'  ^'  "°rcester, 

inre:"ii:it~t^« 

passengers  from  air  service  bmTh  1  '  suTe  t    tlVenav:""  T"''  '~ 

transit  access  to  regional  transportation  huh,  Tr,    ,  convenient  vehicular,  private  and  public  „„ 

access.  f„  order  to  m,nimizTa^r^X",nce^:^^^^^^^^^^      '."f'^ff  ^""^^^  37.83 

vehicles.  '  '"<=^"^'ves  should  be  offered  for  the  use  of  alternative  fueled 


16 


Logon  and  Worcester  a'  0' 

Manchester,  passenger  traffic  wa  „'„  S™"^"  «  T.F.  Green  (near  P  ov  e„ce  and''""'' 

percent  i„  ,9,8.  the  highest  since  itr  ^S^'S)  '"'^^  ^^-"8^  s  grew 


Hans-cnv  rial; 


Hansen  ,„  .he  past  .  .ears       the  Ctv 
-prove^ents  that  would  attract  cargo  and  r'e^  s^rlice"  '""^^  infrastructure 

Hansccn,  couM  We„  hecc.e  a  convenient  optn  rLnVtr^  err"  '"""^  "  ^ 

ixS^- '"-^--^^^^  "'-^  ---ons  s.„  as 

^-    .  29.h  and  ,8.h  of  the  top  do,.es,ic  Origin  andSit^rSt^'Sf^'^  ™' 

t  Zl!:«ot;vn  Po;f„'/«r  f,-«--'       for  tnos.  of  the  smaller  cities  of  >'ew  En.ia  d  . 

«ciusiveiv  bv  s„3il  r..ir„;7"  "7'  •"**"■"  "  '  i=rovinceiown  ana  Nantuc  J  f  J 

reduction  ,n  Logan's  flight  operations  significantly  ^  N"""'^' result  in  a 

Finally,  extending  the  MBTA\       T  •  <■ 
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Worcester  Airport 


Airport.  „  was  designated  for  prior^l^p  oTemenTrdl/rM.r "  '  T"-P°"-Sl.cr.  Haul  ' 
System  Plan  (MASP)  and  de,e™ined  .rb^M rapabk  „  becon,  ^'--'^-^^  Airpon 

was  ,dent,fied  as  service  to  its  own  geosranhtc  marke  b^L^  ^  '  ""'^ '"P""  P™aty  mission 
no.  to  duplicate  or  handle  the  overflfw  Z  -^^^  anci 

pVS.^r::;r:rr^^^^^^  -.h  i„  W„tces,erwere  Cited  ,n  the 

water  supply  reservoir,  leaving  |i„,e  dev  opS"^^  '°  a  public 

-  -  ^  ■  •  y       jit  e  ;i:;p::tc/ -o  1  •  r-   -i      -  \/      ir-      .  '  "'--"i  rea  :even 

Instrt n.         ,-  .  _  ...^  ,  ^    ^'-.-^-J      c    •  i       Vi       F  c- 1  i  •^--s  r      )  a  

^„   .   ^    ' — ^ ^"^^  ^""^-"^  aoour  J  percent  of  the  ttm/.  i  ,^t,  rj-      ...   ^  causes 

constra,ntsasaresul,ofFAA  safety  reg„la,,on^sfu„he:::;rtLpt'„:;Lt:i';t:i^ 

li'pi'i'::™ffrmt",^e?^^^^^^^^^^ 

256,000  toul  enplanetnents.  TTte  n  mber  of  ill    et  la!^^^^^^^^^  "f''  ^'""'''"^  appro^itnately 

potential  market  ,„  Boston.  No  information  ™s  p  ov  5  ""^^^^^^^^  '  "-half  of  Worcester's 

rniiaoeiphia,  Cincinnati.  Detroit  cnH  .-.  -^-.io.-.  :j,jub  iucn  as  NewaiK, 

study  identit-ied  an^dvanlage  for  Worc-sVe"rTeeZr„'f""''  ''*'fr'°"'  '^=P°'^  P-  1-2)-  The 

problems  in  getting  to  Logan."  As  fo  ca  , "1717 """"S""™       -°™ing  ground  access 
to  Logan,  even  though  truck  drivers  compfam  of  probi  m  ,"fr  ""'^''^  '"'S'"  '™cl=ed 

Federal  E.xpress  and  United  Parcel  Se^ce  /uPsTasI !  "  ^""^  "  '•''"^•f"^^ 

noted  that,  "The  major  problem  for  portTacc  sj  Th^^^  T'"' 

■t^terstate  highways  or  other  major  limited  acce  Slhl  ^,  ^f'^""! "o'  '-ave  direct  access  to  any 
.l.e  maximum  acceptable  drive  Le  ^  m  thrhXto'I  to^   ''Z.''  ^'"'^  '"^-^^ 

minutes  (Sabre  Report,  p.  8-25)  The  renort  ^,,1^7  ,  .V  u    ?  ''^"^     •>=  "°  """^  "lan  5- 1 5 

Worcester  from  South  4tion  iJ^  p3ofWe  ^^w^^  "-^^^'^ 
extend  from  do^town  Worcester^to  *e  :i;orfrl::::^^sXr;'SJ';"-  '™ 

Although  Worcester  may  not  serve  as  a  primary  reliever  for  I  n.a.  it  I.  «...  •  .  ■ 

pre.v.au.y  on  interstate  90,  be  addressed  first  and  f^r.m„..    •  '   ■^'P'oveo  access. 

In  addition,  heav.iy  discounted  Land  ng  Fe     Gate  C  a  d        "T''''  '^P^^^''""^  « '^^  fac  'ity. 

Worcester  Airpor,  may  help  to  attracrs=„ice.        '  '  """ing 

been  discussed.  T^is  rlgZ    ^  m7c  s  sig  it^.Tud 

conclusion  that  increasing  capacity^  the  Suidin';^  rn'bXSC; ^A''^  '"^ 


37.81 
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Fort  Devens 


^-sscd.  Data  on  land  avaibbili.^  g^^d  /cSs   !  /m'    '  '"-P°"«ic.  sys.em  hould  be 

-n,b,ed  and  e^„ed  ,o  dete^in^e^rt; ^.^  f Wat       nt?:!:?  i t~  ^ 

needs c f L^.-cg i.,c:>. ---- •  ^^^"^''^  '       -"^ot-^-^qua  ..y  a(  i-ejs  t  -  ^ -r/r  _  ^' 

forecast  planning  p„iod.         "™^P°n^"on  plann.ng:  'l-choice  of  a  base  year  for  modeling  and  ,!>=  37. 

confo™  wtth  generally  accepted  plannhg  p'c  ™:  -^L°?/flf     ^""^  '^e  horizons  do  n« 

rel.es  upon  outdated  information  an.d  ir-^.-.-.e  f"-":-,""  '      ^'-^^^f^-  ^ne  resuit  ts  an  analysts  that 
project  should  ca,^  ft^ough  the  year  2^0  '  ^'""^"8  and  forecasting  fo  this 


19 


Sincerely, 


Andrea  d'Amato 

Chief  of  Environmental  Services 


Attachments 

AIRSIDEIMP.doc.AD/AMP:AMP/MTZ/CW/NCyRD. 


Antonia  M.  Tcllak 
Director  ofTne  Environment  Departm 


ent 


mtz 
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CITY  OF  BOSTDN  •  MASSACHUSETre 
THOMAS  M.  MENINO 


The  Hon.  Robert  A.  Haveni  III  ^^""^  26,1999 

Chairman 

Joint  Conunittee  on  Transportation 
J>tate  House,  Room  513 
Boston,  MA  02133 

The  Hon.  Joseph  C.  Sullivan 
<-hainnan 

Joint  Committee  on  Transportation 
State  House,  Room  443 
Boston,  MA  02133 

Dear  Mr.  Chairmen: 


2)  there  are  questions  about  wh^fj, 

volumes  of  suburban  traffic  in  iqqr'^^,^  "^"^f*^  ""^^  ^'g^ways  can  absorb  larger 
■t)  there  are  questions  about  genumc  cautf ,  j.. 

-  the  inabili^  of  a.lines  loLd  at^ac,     a^e™  f  "  "i"*,  such 

stem  from  airlines  scheduling  far  mo  e  Zh^Z',  ""^^^  ^-^t"  I  V 

capacity  will  „„,  3olve  the  P^blem.Twi  l^^lw  rrH?^'"'  ^^"""^^ 
A  lhor„y  projects  delays  of  59  minutes  per  Zh"Zmt  , 

omer  a.rports  as  more  attractive  alternatives  for  the  airlines-     °"  ^       solution  is  to  improve 

passengers  or  less;  small  p lis  a^e  iZr,cit°2l'Tf  '    *  '  """"^  "  "'^^ 

wtthou,  adding  a  runway,  Logan  can^educl  l  „  "  f  f  ^     =^P^=">  «  P=ak  travel  times; 

to  relieve  congestion,  such  as  pealcTtJcing;       '  ""hanisms  gei^ed 

6)  there  are  questions  about  the  suitahilfM/ I* 

regional  ai^orts  to  handle  in^Lt^c  Id  r^'^"  "  ^"=-^«ve 

■mprovements  to  existing  airpom  aomi^^.^         Projections;  the  effects  of  physical 

Airpor,.„eed  to  be^t.^?rr;t::u:„tr.ttro:'  ^ 

Cra,":prr;xr*Tr^^^^^ 

re  ever  airpom  ,o  serve  grow.ng  demandln^Se  d^ljl  ''  ''h""^       "^^  ^'^ional 

near  I«5,  Route  2,  and  II9S  ,o  Worcester  as  well  as !  ;  ,  '^'^  's  sited 

»f  ex,s,.g  gr„„„d  access  infras.nrcture  at'thl::"  sruM^':?::! rt^'el;''""^ 

^^tr,:r~t;t;s^^ 

Atrpor,;  Hanscom  Field  in  the  Rou  f  2  "  L  °  "T^  T"''''  "■"^cipal 
■495  co,r,d„,  Fitchb^g,  Leom^^r  Ld  S^aTd  ^"^  P-^^'-^  <=> 

9)  there  are  questions  about  whether  nrnh;K.>- 

"ndes,rabl=  consequences  tot  eS  y  o  "u!  "^^^  «  ^^an  would  actually  bave  any 

Logan  Airport  is  growing  mightily  wi2 1^      "Perat.ons  or  the  region's  economy 
proposed  25  years  ago  by  diXt™™'  ' 

would  suffer  if  the  runway  did  no,  otT"„t^Zt7T"'  "g'™'^  economy 

Logan  Airpo.  wen,  from  8  million  Passes   ^sSn^'r"''' ""'"^^^      "'^'^  « 


r  endorse  your  proposal  fo  th 

tr^ic  improvement  plax,  ilgl  ^"jf  °°  independent  commission,  because  a  reeion«i  • 
This  region's  economy  iran,n„r„. 

--y  boundaries  ,o  be  addressed  :-s"o"rf';"'''''°™'"''       ^"^"'^  across  ,„ 

upon  the  Commonweal,!,  ,„  declare    1  ?      ^ ^PP^^ches.  Tha,  is  whv  °  , 

^=S.o„a,a,r,ramcimprovemer,t„^:nTrm::"d''"^'^™™^''^»«-C.'u',:;ir 


Sincerely, 


■niomas  M.  Menino 
Mayor  of  Boston 


CITl' OF  BOSTON  •  MASSACHUSETTS 

OFRCE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
THOMAS  M.  MENINO 

For  Immediate  release 

March  23,  1999  Contact:        Press  Office 

635-4461 

"Mr.  Chaiiraan,  I  come  here  this  naoming  on  behalf  of  the  citizens  of  R„  ,  . 
-n,  opposition  to  the  ntnwa,  expansion  at  Lo.an  Ai^   ^  ^ 

My  reason  for  doing  so  is  simple.  TT,e  nmway  is  a  violation  of  Massnor.^ 

•ha.  traffic  a,  Logan  would  no,  grow.  '     '  comm.tmen.s 

asreed  to  a  cap  on  Log.  traffic.  He  sa.d,  and  ,  cuote,  .The  comm.tnten,  was  dear " 

■  also  suhm,,  for  the  record  a  report  in  this  wee,,  Bos.on  Bus>n.ss  Jour„a,  ,  .fer  to 

~.madehyformerMasspone.ecut,ved.rectot.,.ame.whoseJ 
Weld-Cellucc,  admm.stration.  According  to  this  report,  and  !  qaote  "Raine  s  Vt  1 

would  have  been  a  successft:l  legal  and  political  fight..." 


Mr  Ch^an,  th««  is  a  figh.  today  because  Masspor.  said  i,  would  abide  by  a  cap  i„  air  ' 

•raffic.  Bu.  now,  Masspon  says  there  is  no  cap.  TT,a,  is  how  Masspor,  deals  witl,  the 
people  of  Boston.  T^ey  have  pushed  us  before.  They  have  pushed  us  t.nte  and  >.™e 
agam.  Bu,  thts  time,  the  people  of  Boston  w,ll  „„,  be  pushed  without  a  fight. 

only  solution  Mr.  Chainnan,  is  for  the  Co,nn,onwea„h  to  get  serious  abou,  a  reg.onal    V  Ifll 
solution  to  a  regional  problem.  '  • ' " ' 

Tl^e  r^way  is  no,  a  reg.onal  solu„on.  I,  is  a  shon  ,enn  band  atd.  a  temporary  cn.tch  a 
qutek  fix  for  an  agency  that  shows  ar,  incredible  lack  of  regional  vision.  An  agency  with 
no  long  tenn  plans  for  what  to  do  after  Logan  fills  up  again. 

Relying  on  other  states  ,o  improve  their  a^ports  is  no,  a  sma«  strategy  for  the  3710? 
Conunonwealth.  ,t  leaves  ,00  much  ,0  chance.  And  worse, gives  those  states  a  chance  " 
.0  capmre  the  economic  growth  that  will  be  drawn  to  an  alternative  airport  The 
Commonwealth  could  capmre  those  benefits  orjy  .f builds  anoUrer  major  airpor,  to 
-rve  the  region,  or  expand  existing  airports  like  Hanscom  Field.  Hanscom  is  in  the  best 
pos,t,on.to  serve  growing  businesses  along  Roules  128  and  495.  No,  Logan. 

Business  people  a,  the  edge  of  ,he  me.ropoli.an  reg.on  w.ll  no,  be  we,,  served  bv  a  new        37  1 03 
ninway  a,  Logan.  Because  ,he  runway  wi„  p.  more  a,n,on  .raffic  on  ,he  Expre'sswa^- 
and  .he  Massachusetts  Turnpike.  A  new  runway  a,  Logan  will  only  mean  more  ' 

congesuon  and  delays  on  otu  highways.  TTiose  delays  will  mean  lost  ,ime  lost 
productivity,  and  a  loss  of  qualiry  of  life. 


Mr.  Chairman,  Lm  no.  anti-business.  I'm  no,  an,.-deve,opmen..  I'm  pro  common 


sense. 


The  ,ua  ,.y  of  life  in  Bos.on  is  wha.  keeps  our  economy  s.rong.  Every  business  leader 

i-ows,hat  greater  Bosronca^o,  compete  wi,h  other  regions  based  on  the  costofliving 
We  bea,  the  competition  because  our  quality  of  life  r^s  among  the  highest  in  the  nation 


Adding  more  traffic  to  con2e<:tpy^  h.-^i, 

,  ^ '^^ShwayswilJ  only  weaken  our  quality  of  life   .  ^ 

regional  economic  advantage  Withnnt      ,  ^"^^    We  -  and  our 

'uige.  Without  an  aJtemative  airport  greater  Rn.fnn  u 
regional  advantage  when  h  comes  to  air  travel.  "° 

37.04 

people  orBos.„  can.o.  ..e  M.,o„.  co^^,„,  se^oZl 

For  the  sake  of  ou.  .egionaj  economy,  and  for  fte  sake  of  ou.  <,uaii,y  of  lift  , 
*a  *eLegis.t.es,opO,e„ew™„3ya,Loga„^o„  J2T„ 


liiAl  GREATER  BOSTON  NEEDS  MOST 


^'^fsZ'^^'Tii^r.^^^^^^  37.10] 

accomraodale  so  much  '°  ^"San.  But  Logan  cJonly  ' 


37.106 


'n>as.„.  U,e  .„pac,  on  .ffic  „„  .e  Exp  J.ra;;rMrprd^^^^^^^ 

Boston's  only  major  aupon.  As  more  aid  mTre  d^vel^s  fi^hf  ^  T"'"' 

get  to  Logan,  the  people  who  work  and  live  beyoS  Rout  f»'  '"^IT         '°'<i'  '° 

Logan  on  tt.e.  At^ettng  .ore  .affic  to  ilTese^t 

new  runway  at  Logan  "won't  ere  lhernc"^,      .    " ^""^  Ki°>on  said Ihe 
fifth  worst  City  fortnight  de"ir™t  o~utdK^^^^^^  T  --'^ 

Logan's  passenger  traffic  erows  as  expected  ToTjTI  u      ^  T""' 
projected  45  nr.Iiion  in  Jolo  "  (Boston  G,1  , 2"",',  ^^^'^  '"'^       •°  ' 

r^crnrajrr^^Vre^^Xttsror  r; ^'  ^""^'n.      37  1 07 

and  New  Bedford.  "Divening  travTrs  fmm  1 1,   f  '  Worcester 
they  can  see  to  relieve  growing  co„7e'tiZ„^lf'    ^'^f    "         *=  ""^y  ™y  'hat 
Ye.  after  years  of  talk  !nd  so'ca.elpC  W  rc  s^er  L  N !S°T 
number  of  passengers  of  all  of  New  England 's^t^^U.^^^^ 

Talk  Of  a  new  ninway  has  been  around  for  25  vear^  Rm  n  .  > 

Logan  Airport  have  grown  without  it  Even  JthT,;  .  '  ""^^^^^^       ^^^f^c  at 

will  continue  to  grow.  And  so  will  conglsZ  ^  r  ^^°^on^y 
a  seriously  overdue  plan  to  meet  ill  bng'  terneei^'"  "  ^'^ 

City  of  Boston  nrr      c  . 

Office  of  the  Mayor  .  ,  . 

March  31,  1999 


CIT>' OF  BOSTON., VMSSACHUSE 


TTS 


THOMAS  M.  MENINO 

Jhe  Hon.  Robert  A.  Durand  '^P'"'"'  ^'  '999 

Secretao' of  En  v.ronmental  Affairs 
Anent/on  MEPa  Office 

1 00  Cambridge  Street,  20'^  Floor 
i^oston,  ,V1A  02205 

Dear  Secretary  Durand; 


T^e  Massachuseas  Port  Authontv  proiects  th.r 

congesnon  w,??' ""^ °"  ""8««S  rca<t  As  „ffi ^»      ''"^'"g  long 

Purring  more  traffic 


April  20,  ]  999 


Andrea  d'Amato 
Secretary 

Boston  Transportation  Department 
Boston  City  Hall 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Secretary  d'Amato: 


DEIR/DEIS.  have  no,  .alcen  i„,o  cons^rafon  h  "^^^^  P™J«'.         ^ ' 

Logan  A,n,or,  expansion  plan.  This  is  pa^cul^lv  wl, 

™pac,  on  some  of  U,e  City's  mos,  vuIneS  e "  utZZ  '"^  P°>^"'i«l 

disproponionately  affected  bv  nep,fiv.        ^^bpopulations  who  are  already 
consider  such  maners  app^s  tole  Z  f"™"™  Furthennore.  fte  fa„f re  to 

Order  12898, entitled  'ZZ ltZoZ!llT^''  ^""'^'^  Exec"  - 

Populationsand  Low-Income  Popfc^t^'f  ^"^'-^ Minority 

■dentify  and  address  the  enviror^ema  a^d'he^Th  T"";''^  ^d^-l  agency  to 
burden  nj.nonty  and  low  mcomTcommun.ties  ""^""'^  P»-ularh- 

Our  recently  released  1 999  Health  ofR^o.  n 
•en  l=ad,„g  causes  of  morb.dity  and  „  onalt  wh  °h  '°      ^^^"^  "-"'"^"•^ 

resptratory  disease,  asthma  and  homtcTde  lon^  ,h  '"''"t"'""''  <^i«-^<=. 
down  by  neighborhood,  thev         C  7"'  data  are  broken 

present  in  the  low  i"comc/minori;  n"^  bo'htrXT^^^        "^^'^  P-^'-^ 
Roxbury,  South  Boston,  Mattapan  and  Sol  FnT  R  °^^\^°"<"'-  Dorchester, 
of  aupon  landings  and  take-offs  JZlf^V-L  j^^        ^^P^^^"  -*^ect,„g 
communtties  may  be  the  ones  most  af^rbX:;^^^^^^^^^^^^^^  -'^ 

related  ^Xo^X^^t  t^^^^^^^^^^^        '"T  'o  be 

are  neghg^ble  or  within  established  stated  fed!  f  ^/r""  ^^or 


already  overburdened  and  susceptible  to  public  health  problems,  any  incremental  insult 
from  the  environment,  regardless  of  size,  is  potentially  of  significance. 

The  DEIR/DEIS  proposes  to  use  soundproofing  to  mitigate  noise  impacts  in 
certain  neighborhoods.  The  process  of  soundproofing  residences  and  businesses  can 
create  indoor  air-quality  problems.  And  this  would  occur  just  at  the  time  the  BPHC  is 
launching  a  campaign  to  identify  and  reduce  contributing  factors  to  high 
asthma/respiratory  disease  rates  in  the  city.  There  is  no  acknowledgement  of  such 
secondary  impacts  in  the  DEIR/DEIS. 

Furthermore,  noise  and  odor  impacts  have  been  associated  in  some  studies  with 
decreased  learning  and  increased  aggression.  In  Boston's  neighborhoods  affected  by  the 
redirection  and  new  traffic  which  will  result  from  this  project,  decreased  learning  and 
increased  aggression  are  issues  of  concern  which  should  also  be  addressed. 

The  BPHC,  strongly  recommends  that  Massport,  the  US  Transportation 
Department  and  the  FAA  commission  the  appropriate  studies  that  will  document  whether 
or  not  there  are  real  health  impacts  on  affected  Boston  neighborhoods  associated  with 
the  proposed  Logan  project.  The  BPHC  is  available  to  participate  in  the  design  and 
implementation  of  such  an  effort. 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  matter,  please  call  me  or  John  Rich,  MD, 
MPH,  our  Chief  Medical  Officer,  at  61 7-534-5264  or  Ngozi  Oleru,  Ph.D.,  the  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Health,  at  617-534-5966. 


37.110 

37.111 
37.112 


John  Auerbach 
Executive  Director 


cc:       John  Rich 

Ngozi  Oleru 
Lise  Fried 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


"^^^Oftc  Cio,«,«i.  Jones.  BM02ioTIo07 

Ihomos  H.  O'Biien,  flrerrw      fei  61 7722  <300 
Foi  617  367  591 6 


COMMENTS  OF  THE 
BOSTON  REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 

I  r^r^  ON  THE 

(EOEA  #10458) 

A«X'Ir^gtt"3rsSn^^^^^^  ^-i— n,a,  Policy 

Act  Of  1969,  as  amendedMO  CFR  Part  ?.nm  Environmental  Pofcy 

Authority  has  review  the  above  Referenced  n?U  p  "^'^«^«'°P'^ent  ^ 
Statement/Report  and  Is  pleasedtlS     ILr^SenT " 

I^lidetpr^^plaX^'^^^^^^^^  ^'S'^"^)  '-^^  Logan 

concepts  tor  Logan  InternaTnal  " ^''"'"^  improvement 

and  administrative  options  which  ^i^^^^^^  ""^  ™prcvements 

improvement  alternatives       a  no^r,,nr,  , .''^"''^5^'^  'or  analysis  Into  four 
.denoted  as  Alternative  irco^^^Ttrellr^^^^^^^^  alternative, 

soXe^^ridroTthfatp^^^^^  14/32  along  fhe 

"uSrF^laf  °° '^-V  between  Runways 

s'oTh^esrSiST;"^^^ 

Runway  4R/22L  a^Th?r!^,r     ' °'  ^^''^ay  Dalta  to 
Runway^  15  JaaRa^nd  R^nwa^'as't^^SR  IT''  '"^^"'^^^ 
Reducicn  Of  the  approach  mlLa  ,of  Runways  15R,  22L,  27,  and  33L 

co^i^Xttl^d^r^r  0^^^^^  P^-"3.  an  improvement 

Airslde  Improvements  Pnoiec  arp  TrlT  °'  'he 

aircraft  delay  at  Logan  arS  to  m^mJ   "'?  """^"^  ^"'^  P^i^c'ed  levels  of 
the  airpon.        ^    ^""^ '°  "'^'"'a'"  a"'^  ^"hance  safe  operating  conditions  at 

document  Identifying  and  evSuat  ™  hp  Z  T^T^"  ^  "^'^  '^'"''^^ 
implications  of  various  aterna«les  ?or  rpH  "^  ''?."^'  ^"'^  environmental 
Logan.  An  extensive,  and  sor^elime:  o^^^^^^^^^  delay  problems  at 

data  are  presented  for  revieTXuoh  s^mt';^',"^'  °*  and 

presented  to  support  the  recommSy  ""S^"'  arguments  are 

disagreements  with  much  o  the  anises  and "t"^"^**'^^^  ^o  have  serious 

ine  analyses  and  resulting  proposals,  some  of  which 


(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

(4) 


a^et^d^osu^^«I,T''°'^'^'■"'•  '"""'""indents  below  we  have,  inter  alia 

diSLISpfelelretran"^"^""^ '°  ^'-"^O^^^' 
presently  exist  and  are  projected  to  increase  at  the  airport. 

REGIONAI  f^OMgingR^jio^c- 

-  37.1,3 

is  available  to  serve  the  rea^n  s  nrlnrin.i  I  f   ?  ^  ^'"^'^  ^^J^^  ^''^Po^ 

proportion  of  travelers  wZse  Lnn^n  r         ^  "^"'^"^"^  growing 
and  south  Of  Boston  anTcou  d  be  far^^^^^^^    """'''.I  ^^^^ 
such  as  Manchester,  Worcester  M^n  cipar/nd^^^    G^rfpn'^Mr'^""''  ''''''' 
as  substantially  developed  as  Looan    n t'.f        "  u^"  '^^^^^^  ^'^^^^  ^^^^ 

^^^^^ 

that  peo^e  are  waiina  to  use  ^^^^ "  '^'^^'^V  de-^onstrates 

particola?  ma^gmenr  V^rZp't^'''',°''','°^°3""   "'^^^    ^  ^^^o'^  'o^  a 
the  attractiveness  and  the  fa^«  »,  «  ,k  ™       °'  'o  '-"Proving 

Massport  has  mf  imo  ihP  nt^lL,    *  "'^^?  ^"'^  ""'^^  ^"PO'^  as 

share-'o,  the^ii^^a^  ^JdS^^^^^^^^^^^     1^  SeteT^^  ~ 

iX"drcSirn°o;.=^^^^^^^^^^^  37.114 

objectively  the  opportunit  es  lor  rea  onTir  ,1  study 

environmental  and  economic  imS?A  nf  ,  1    ^  improvements  and  the 

commission  should  exX™  a  ono  ih  h2      f^''"^  ^' 

airports,  the  Possibi^ordeveZnTa  second  m!,' °' ^'"'"^ 

of  the  regional  airports)  to  se,^er=  rL    ?  be  one 

service.  Until  such  a  panef  h^  had  ihP  nnn  ^".'"3  '^^'^^"^ 

acceptable  regional  aSn  .rt.rll  !-  '^''"''"™'*' '°  "^"'^^  ^  feasible  and 

mora^rium  on  any  new  a'^"i*  ^"-^"'^^^  ^ 
those  actions  neeLdTo  ensu~^h»       °"  °'  ^"P^"''""  ^*  Logan,  save  for 

likewise  support  the  Mavo?r~f  .KP''^'^  °'  "^^  ^''P""  We 

Authority  bresVabifshlrt  tn  f'n'^f  ^  ^  '^9'°"^'       ^"Sland  Port 

replacing  S.edlots  rC'pS'rt'  '^-P""^'-  ^'-'^gy,  Syjlj 
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BIGJONALAIRPORTS 
MancheQfpr/TFj^^ 


Manchester  the  fastest  grZ  °a  lL7n  °T°'''' "'^  ^^^^  2000  making 
Manchester  Airport  will  Le  beenSJrl  k"''^;  '992  and  2004 

two  runways  and  ILS  upgrades  to  ac^m™™H  ?"'-  '"""^'"^  '"^  lengthening  of  its 

airport  s  terminal.  Three  new  airlines  hiC^h!.!  <=°"."8aing  Route  3  with  the 
past  year,  and  just  recently  air^T offiSi,  =  ^'""'^  ^  Manchester  in  the 
add,t,onal  airlines  are  con^dergTlSntfi^rare  '^1^^ '^^^^ 

$^25  mmcnX'aie  SlnSl'  "^^-dence  has  a  new 

sensed  about  2,25  miifo^^s  ^nget  whi^:'"^  7^'"'-     ^^90,  the  a'port 
1998  as  a  result  of  affordable  far«Tn'w  to  4.5  million  in 

about  30  percent  of  Green'slraf^f/.^    convenience.  Studies  have  shown  mat 
otherwise  most  /ikely  S  h^ve  oonrfo  t''"""  ^^^^achusetts,  traffic  ?haT  ' 
grow  dramatically  in  the  next  few  yeart  due  ,f  ni.  ™^  to 
of  the  Rhode  Island  DeDartmpnrM  t         '°  P'^"^  "°'ed  in  the  Draft  EiS/eini 
commuter  rail  station  at'G?een  eHeSvpfv'?".'''°"n'°  ""'"^  ^  MBTA 
with  as  many  as  eight  trains  dailv  Th?^  '"^'"^  '°     Warwick  airport 

to  take  passengers'from  me  Ss  tl  the'Sar ' 


^^^orcestejJVlunicifia^^ 


marketing,  ,ec  S  and°pbnn^o  i   T"^  ""<len.tilized  in  spite  of  significant 
another  excellent  po tentiaHor  S  assistance  by  Massport  in  recent  yelrs  ofeL 

WorcesterAirporthasou&rhni'T 

problem,  and  additional  improvemente  are  nl'n^  '?  'V^''  ^  "^"^"'"^  'egging 
1989,  approximately  380  000  oa^pnl  '"a  next  few  years  In 

nurnber  has  declined  to  76  OOo'odav^'T  "^T"^  '"'""^^  *^  ^'^PC.  b"Hhat 
could  handle  1  to  2  million  passenoe'^,  t"^^^  '^"^"^^^  Worcester  reported^ 
estimated  1 .5  million  peopleSelL,  L    ^"V"  ^^'''^       ser^e  the 
annually.  Critical  to  its  success?,  ?mn     Massachusetts  who  fly  out  of  Loaan 
Massachusetts  Turnpike  and  fm  JT?  ""^''  "'9"*^*'  access  from  the  ^ 

Worcester  commute^ sSTe'riS^^^^^  ' '° 

^  especially  pleased  that  Masspon 

RR^>l/'3^•5rlr^-T• 


37.116 


regional  soluSo  Log2?s  ca^' ^  ^nH  dpt" V',^  "9"  '°  ^«^«I°P  a 

strongly  urge  Massoon^nnM^^  ^  Problems.  In  the  meantime,  we 
use  Of  Wo?ces^eras  an  alfprnl.  ^"^'^^ P'°'"°''"9  developing  the 
Improvements  Project  '°  ''^^«'°P'"3  the  Airside 

Pease  Inlprnaiinn^i  Trarippnn 

Curiously,  little  attention  was  given  in  ihn  nr=H  cic/cio  .  .u 
by  Pease  International  TradlMrtTusi  ouiswfn.  in.     '°  .  ^  °PP°'^""'^y  offered 
unusually  long  2.mile  runway'TdVetn  ^co-nple  ed       6  m  ^" 
terminal,  including  custom  facilities  ArrlrrnT.  '""ernational 
currently  handles  appr^mS  30  onn  nll^  "  ^^^^^ 

ydn  Tor  inose  passengers  living  and  working  north  of  Boston. 
DELAY  ANAl  Y.qiQ 

course,  acknowledae  that  airrr=ft  I  ,  problem.  While  we  do,  of 

Ifiat  is  no  diffrent  ma  w^^^^^^^^^  '^'^^^'^  ^'  L°9^"'  '^'^    a  situation 

reported  .ihat  even  De  ver'f  new  Jfate-o  hrj^V'llT.f  -  "]  "^^^ 
percent  Of  ,ts  ,„ghts  delayed  last  ^^^^^^^ 

^i^^^t^^ij!^^'rri^  37.118 

FAA  model  to  determine  delav  FurJipr  i  !?  '^^^^^  a"  accepted 
1993.  a  peak  year  for  delay  at  Lo™n  !l',h  f.''°'^  "^'^"^ °"  -^^'^  'rom 


37.117 
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mmutes  of  the  published  schedule  to  bo  oo  .'^^^  ^'^""9  °f  departing  within  1 5 
any  flight  which  does  not  artve  or  deoa^^^^^^^^     "H*""^^  "^P°rt  considers 
beteve  that  the  FAA  methodology  fs  mol  It?  f  ^"'"^ '°     "^'^^^^  We 
due  to  „e         uncertainties  involved  tn  aHraJ^  r'.'*"'  conditions, 
conditions,  conditions  at  connectino  airr^^^  f  ?  «=''3nges  in  weather 
expect  Slight  delays.  Also  mS  from '"^l  ^'^  '^^^e^rs  generally 
arnve  ahead  of  schedule        ^  ""^     ^''"^"o"     "le  times  when  aircraft 

a'srhe"'J?e^1,:S°or^J^rrsr.'''"^°^ 
Which  are  entirely  externa  fo  Logan  s'^at  1?°*'°^^  situal  ons 

airports  due  to  adverse  wealherr^nwf,         "^'^^'^  ^'  originating  or  destination 
night  Which  is  delayed1n  arrilinq  arLorn'h°^''"''''^"'''"9'  °^  °'her  rfafons  (a 
another  airport  due'to  adveTse  weathef  a^h!?"'"  "'''^'ayed  departure  from 
problem  for  which  Logan  is  respTnifbt,  q  '"^  ®^^™P'«.    not  a  de^av 

present  any  comprehensivelnStL  »   *f       ^'^'^'^  <^°es  not 
the  conclusions  are  misleading  P"'^""^'  '^^"ses  for  delay, 

cSfe^4,;Vr ^^^^^^^        and  metHodology  used  by  Masspor,  to 
operation  of  a  major  U  S  afroo^LH  "°'  '^^"^'^cally  portray  the  norma 
pre-conceived  ProVarn'ofSirpZ^ents'  '°  -PPot  a 

PARTtsngTiipY 

Mrs^on''Sot''a1rde°X^Tn     ''T°'""''"'''     ^^commend  that  37  1 1 9 

compatibility  study,  wWch lu  d    ,Zh^"'f  ^5°  "ci^e  ' " 

reduce  incompatibilily  in  land  uses  lXrevenfa*r°  '^^  "^==P°1 '° 

'n  the  vicmity  of  Logan  Aimon  A  Part  1  sn  ^.fn  ^'^'^"'°"al  incompatible  land  uses 
part  161  study  for  a  program  of  rokp  I=?  *°"'<^  '^gger  an  FAR 

provide  for  a  volunta'^  coro°of  the  numtr^l-^^' ^ch  could 

jeemen,sbe.ween';assportrdX"S:i^:!^r,,^°^f;r"^'^ 

^t^e^^^  Z:!lZre:T'''         °'  ""-^"P-  a,  Logan        ^7  1 0n 

projected  future  flight  detevs  w/lt!      ""1"'^^"= '°  ^«<^"ce  the  current  and  ' •  ^  '0 

the  17-  busiest  ai-^ort TnThe       in  tlrmf '?  ^"S^"  0"  1997)  was 

aircraft  operations  and  that  oenL^J^        P^^enger  traffic,  it  was  1 1"  in 

"'9ht  operations  have  in  Sase^  af  a  ht/  number  of 

passengers.  Because  the  qrowh  „  ,MnM    '^'^  9^°«^h  of  air 

traffic,  passengers  per  fllf  atTo '1  h     ^"^^^''^'^  *^  9rowth  of  air  passenaer 

passengers),  fhe  resul  is  atndencv  ,o7»f 58  to  56  "^'^ 

carry  a  lesser  number  of  pawenae^s  ,k''^""9  °'  aircraft  to 

establish  a  demand  mana^^^  iK^J^l^^^ 
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factors  than  presentl?«.^c^^^^  "'9^^^  ^°  P^°^'"d«  ^''g^er  load 

operations  anS^f/p  Ji^no  ' """"v" °^  ""'^  '^^"^  ^^^^  """^^er  of 
ana  maximize  airlme  revenue,  biit  also  result  in  delay  reduction. 

RUNWAY  iano 

37121 

over  Boston  Harbo  ,o  thfRTwav  3? T"?   f       ^^^^^       ^"  ^'^vals 
Runway  ,4  end  out  mTSr  ^^^nT    ^"^  ^"  '^^^^'^^'^^  ^om  the 
address  the  pnndpal  cause  ofdelav  a^Lnnf  Th"^^  k""        P™P°^«<^ '° 
capacity  that  occurs  when  „ode'^e  fo  stronn  ~Zl  '"'f/'""^'  ^"P°^ 
the  airport  to  operate  with  fewer  than  thriL  n^  northwest/southeast  winds  force 
elective  para,,:,  runway  in  rnSs^tSo-n^^ntrr  ^  ' 

'ncrud^d^:\'h:?9%'ltpTn?^^^^^^^ 

began  in  1 974  but  was  hailed  as  a  res^^t  „^^°"'"^<="°"  °'  'h'S  njnway  actua„y 
by  the  City  and  East  Boston  resfdenTs  ThI  "Wained 
day.  Wh,,e  we  acknowtere  the  fartth  J    T'^'°"  '^""""^    ^"^'^t  <°  "^'S 
some  extent,  reduce  tt  occurrenL  of  dLShr  °'  """"'^  '^'^^  could,  to 
would  only  minima„y  be  reduced Tv  MasJnn^'c?  ^"P?"  "  '^^'^V 

^^^o-r;e«;^'^SS^°-~^^^ 

eTulfardlS^n^iSr^^^^^^^^^^  37.122 

thoroughly  exarnine  the  pras TronT^^^^^  '^^  '""^^  P«^=°™el  to 

appropriate  chanop,Vn  '°  <^«'emine  whether  there  may  be 

abLTr^Tpo^cy  to  tha  cur^n^r  '  "  T''  ^  ="P^™' 

letter,  we  befeve  hJ^Tmo  e  Ion?,   "  '^^'^"^'^  ^^^''^^ "''^ 

de,ay/capacity  probtern  a  LoaaTwouW  hlT  ^PP'°^'='^ '°  '■^=°'""9  the 

further  runway  constriTctton  a?  LogTn  environmentally  beneficial  to 

l^rg:rn:f^f  ^^^^^^^^^^^^^  we  conclude  that 
H^gSrce'^--^^^^^^^^^ 

Preferred  Alternative  1 A  w^rH  n^  m    n  "^P'^mentation  of  Massport's 

Period  Prici  g  tSr  Arer  'a^^  ''^'^      ^^^'^des  Peak 

million  High  Fleet  oassenap  c^^^^^^^^    T  P^^^''^^  that  in  a  37.5 

delay  with^he  "prem  n m^^^^^^^^^  249.600  total  hours  of 

Alternative  2  which  omi  ^rnnc^.C.      I  n  ^'  ^^^'^^^  ^'^^  implementation  of 
^,  Which  omits  construction  of  Runway  14/32  but  includes  Peak 
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Period  Priclna  total  ri«i 

of  Alternative  3.  wWch IXrinvtft^n??''""  "Pigmentation  Vm 

Penod  Pricing  and  tf,e  reduaZTj^n^Tj''^  '=''^"9«s  but  includes  Peak  ' " 

reduced  to  213,200  hours  ?  """"^a.  total  annual  delays  are 

occur  under  the  45  mi°ron  H^n  R  eTs3o"pr "O"- oMelay 
would  occur  under  a  45  million  Low  Fleet  sc^n^..  ^"'"^'''*''  '"^  ^^'"e  conditions 
37.5  m,||,on  High  Fleet  scenario  Only  ,1'^?"^^^  of  its  similarity  to  the 

where  non-jet ,  commuter  operations  Zrf  .  ^^'^  "-ow  Fleet  scenario 
servmg  Logan,  would  constSn    n^^^^"'  ^  ^l^a^e  of  the  fleet  ' 

the  delay.  Thus,  if  a  4h  f^Sscenanrr^''^^^  ^'""'^'^  a  greater  shte  of 
Runway  ,4,32  becomes  mo^  of  fh  nran^tS"'  ^T"' constnjctbn  o 
additional  mitigation  measures  This  aS?.  ?     "°         «''Mive  without 
ance  the  High  Fleet  assumes  a  lie^  Z^^h  f  '°  Problem  17194 

Logan,  an  improvement  could  on  y  oc^' iHh=fr        ''9'°"^'  operationrm  "''•''^^ 

Of  rnTaC- ^^^^^^^^^^^^  noise  impacts  on  many 

--ngl^eS^^^^^^^^^^  37.125 

S^ISSilS^^^^^ 

e^-ltoorgreaterthana5db4?p:S,— h^e^~^^^^^^^^ 

tt  Sr,^?^^^^^^^^^^^  would  be  unidirectional  only  and  ,7  1 0fi 

unidirectional  use.  there  Sno  Iran teVfh!?''  T change  to'  37.126 
tiappen.  ,lt  is  our  underslanriinn  VhJ^?  ^  "^^^"Sa  would,  in  fact  not 

binding  agreement  to  r^a  n«  n  ?hl  "°'  ^S'^^ '°  ^"i  '"ml 

Should  bidirecliona  usTo?  th  ,  n  ,n  ""'*^«<="°"ality  of  this  runway  in  pefpLw 
this  would  result  in  signfen  'and^t'?  '^P'^'-^nted  sometime  in  me'fu, u  e 

s..   S..S  rssrsssssfi 

;  4/32.  Although  M^ssp^'TtmrMhaUh'?^  ^""^ ^-way  „  .  „ 

the  smaller  regional  jets  and  tu*o  p^o  com,^^7        °'  '^^  "^""^V  would-be  37.127 
provided  with  a  larger  safety  area  tn     commuter  aircraft,  the  ojnway  would  be 
(Pg-  3-24).  Moreover  Massoorf  hJ^  ^=f°'"'"°date  "occasion  use  by  larger  iete  . 
Of  C-lll,  Which  would  altow  u^e  Of  thel'"'"''K^"'^'^P°"  Reference  CodlfARC) 
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impacts.  ^"  increase  in  noise  and  air  quality 
CENTERFIPf  nTAvivYAY 

le^Z'ZlT^S^^^^^^^^  '       ^'^"^  located 

tax/way  congestion  anri  tn  ft^?,l,  t^esigned  to  reduce 

^e.eJn  terS^ :  rn7S^:ra=:«  e. 
We  have  two  major  concerns  with  this  proposal. 

'  ■  mi,''e"'':nwa:s  ^n'of '  ■  ^^"9  37  12« 

potential  lo  a  p?o^  to  mistake  t  'fu"^  ""T 

on  the  taxiway  i  sel  r™ht  than  nn  °'  ^"'^ '°  '^"'^  ^"  ^'"^'^^ 

airplanes  wa'^nron'  me"',":!;""' ^^"^"^"^  « 
aircr:;S  co^uldTse  mis  tS  Z  n  ""'""^^  °' 
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number  S^r^^SCr:^'^^  ^'       P«-*.  -he 

departures  usuaJ^,°o.aMoTo^S  st^^^^  '°  "^"ways  22lyR'for 

Length,  the  number  of  %  °ln  e%l  "Z  iTZ^'-  ^.800  feet  in 

Tax,way,  could  nearly  triple  )  \Mth  f     Permission  to  use  the  Centerfield 
Centerfield  Tax/way,  theS  obvto,      '^'9f  ""-""er  of  aircraft  using  the 
air  pollution,  and  odi  imp^^^^^^^^^  ^  substantial  increlse  in  noise 

which  is  located  opposite  f hp  nZi  ^T'*^'^'  ^^ction  of  East  Boston 

^pacts  especially'ru  d  ^cL'  dSrinffht'"'"""' '^'^ay  S  ■ 
southwesterty  winds  are  the  r^o^  ""^1^*  ^"T*''  """"'"s.  when 
seriously  question  Maslport's     ^1^™^ n°''°"-  ^^^^dingly,  we  would 
constructing  the  Centerfield  Taxiway.      ^  ^ '  ^      "O'se  benefits  of 


RIDUCEDMIN^ 


weather  conditions.  Reduc  no  fho  ii^  ""^^^  =«1ain  unfavorable 

Which  a  pilot  must  make  a  deSnrr.  '"^  h^ght  at 

procedure  at  times  when  visMly  ,s  low        '°  "  ^PP^ach 

the  i'xS^lso' eSK?^^^^^^^^^^        J^'-S"^'  would  be  lowered  from 
proposed  decision  height  wouW  be  'Sf.-H  ^     .  """"^^^  '5"  ^he 

feet  and  tor  Runway  33L,  from'fl  eetTllTJ'l^"'"'  "-^'y'lS 
Appendix  0  showing  the  existina  anrt  ^  .K^^       •''at  the  figures  in 

ve^  misleading,  since  the  gMe^paT'aXfn'  '  3)  are 

showanangleofapproximl.ery40dea"S?i'',^\?^ 

horizontal  scales),  which  lead^  tr,  =  ^31    '""^  '°  ""^  i^iference  in  vert«:al  and 

particular  neighborhoodj  ^  °'  '''^  ''^'SW  an  aircraft  is  over  a 

^poat:ZtuSot'^^^^^^^^^  'or Runway 33L  the 

other  proposed  redu«ions  61^^^  concerns  wth, he 

and  therefore  we  are  opposeS^r  ?'  "'^  '"'"™^'  "enefits  achieved 
considerations,  as  wellS^S  impa«s"  "'^'^    -'"v ' 

^Mroc:;;jrdi'i;'3\:i;ngf^^^^^^ 

Ri^nway  33L,  in  order  to  offer  ir^e7el  e7tn  fi  ?,°'^  "'  on 
Dorchester  from  excessive  nofee^mM^I  h  °'  2°"'"  Boston  and 

wou  d  increase  the  margin  of?afety?ofhese  n"i  Z'T"'  "  ^'=0 

nights  to  an  over-the-water  appraach  "«'9'"'orhoods  by  transfemng  some 
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end  of  Runway  srT/L^TJ      '"'"'""''^  neighborhoods.  The  approach 

neighborho^d'^^dm: DaTs1uTr^::r;r;r, LTb",' '^^'^  " " 
Mobil  Oil  farm.  For  Runway  22L  The  ar^nro^^h  ^       ^=  'he 

located  in  the  Orient  HeiS  sfciion  of       n  f  '^"'"^^ 
located  in  the  Runway  Protection  Zone  In  i^T- """"^  ^° °' ■ 
one  Which  should  be  clearoflnv  st^^.  ~/     designated  by  the  FAA  as 
approach  to  Runway  27?s  over  The  Port Th'nf ''"'^^^^^  residential).  The 
Reducing  the  visibility  minirHese  runwa^Tu  r,^^"'  °' 
consequences  for  these  residence^  tinT^  f  ^  safety 
challenging  portion  of  a  fl  ah  om^^=,.!  '"^  """^t  difficult  and 

that  the  poor  weather  conriJiL.    J  %  "'"'^"'^  ^'^  "^^^^  on  the  premise 
■he  use  Of  these  tower  land  m  ^i^^  "'^'^^  Ihgger 

pilot's  work  load  ZmaTZlT  ^  ^^'^^ '°  exacerbate  a 

residents  l.v  ng'n  Cose  ZZtZZZ'"'t  ^'^'^ 
we  believe  that  lowShe  s^?Jt!  i^^^  ""'"'^  °'  '"^^  '"""ays, 

peni  and  could  esult  in  J.r.nfn  ^  standards  would  leave  these  residents  ir^ 

'  S^liSa  wol' Sr^^^^^^  '-ehng  the 

runway  the  FM  wil  cb  l^nwT  f '°'  ^       '°      ^  P^lic^'ar 

I'  -ai4l%'r'^ep"  ding'o  :  nTS"l","^"  V^^""^^"^  ^^^^^ 

airport  entirely  until  there  irLn  .mtv     *^        situation,  close  down  the 

r,^p^r:iSEF^^'"=~ 

ievels^a^ndmoret^rrrbrnS^^ 

to;TgherS°::j?s  ;hfn':nr:or:af '°  ^^""^  --"^  -^'dents 
are  two-folrf  Kr,.  h  °Perating  conditions.  The  reasons 

and  rl  ?pi,o'rmust"ppl'n;\:/^^^^    ''T'°"'  ^-^^^  ^"^1 

resulting  in  higheTno  se  tevel.S  *       °'        *°  ='^"e  flight, 

residents  under'he  ?l  gh  path  Ser-on.i  '""^^^^^  adverse  impacts  for 
present  under  conditions  which  wou^7^L""f*  ^  'T  '^^"^"V  is 

levels  from  aircraft  e~wSd  be  Lmn??  !;'""^ 
last  longer  than  on  a  dear  ^^1?,^,    '^  ^'' '"'^"^"^  ^"^  would  tend  to 
path.  "^'^'^^''^^"•'"'''^S' affecting  residents  under  the  approach 

pro'c?dr,\re7ow^^^^^^^ 

P'-  to  apply  a  .ocTg^ret.=S^=:- ItZ  l^::!:^!;-;:,::^ 
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'-'''^^rlg^^^^^^^^^  believe  ,ha.  lowering  ,he 

•0  increase  ..e  i.pacs  .hXaiiS^^^^^^^^^^^^^  wi/.^. 

g^esc^lb^^^^^^^^^^^^^  red.cion,  t.ougl,  sligH, 

mm.mal,  especially  when  compared  hfZ.  cJ^  ^™  extremely 

concerns.  Table  2  in  AppenSx  olnrtr^  .^"''^'^""^"y  incased  safety 
hours  in  total  aitport  r^may  mm^.T.  "^W'icant  gain  of  or^^y  8 
Table  3  indicates  a  reductionraverSi,!  ^"d 
minutes.  Table  3  also  reveals  aSase  in  If  °'  ^  ""^re  0.7 

exceedence  of  86  with  implementaton  ofthT  ?'         "^""^  °'  d^ell 
increase  of  total  hours  of  perSSLlpl  ^=      as  an 

i-provement  in  noise  con'ditionffraS'res'entI''' 

'ac,l,ta.e  operating  efficiencietlSm^^i^clur  ^'"""^  ^^'^'^ 

N'iiLayTo&Tc:^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

access  by  isolating  line's  raSwrrchS°" 

'  ^X'S^^CnS^^^  ^--^  '^^33R  and 

the  crossing  of  Taxiways  Alpha  and  Kilo  '"'^^^««*°"  and  simplify 

co^^^^^^^^^^^  l-hance  ai.e.  sa.fy  e.i.inatin, 

'mplementation  at  this  time  'ntersections,  we  support  their  ^ 

^^AKPERIODPRICING 

by  Massport,  in  spile  of  its  overwhslm^n  J,      -  has  been  reiected 

-signedto  reduce  delay     ^SSg^^^uri^ ^^0^^^-^^^^^ 


37.133 


37.J34 
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ehmmated  this  improvement  basedon°,  h=    .1  ,         "Passport  has 

currently  a  problem  at  toga  (alhoug"  ,  tri  1^.^^^ 

year  by  Massport  for  mocTeling  future  de  avsl  Vn  f  '         "  '^^  "ase 

consistency  in  the  use  of  data  by  IMassonrt  ti^  ^        ^'^"""'^  °'      '^ck  of 
projected  to  be  a  problem  in  the  near  f^ro  P^P^s^ls)  and  is  not 

impacts  to  certain  regional  ailes  We  ^^onomic 
particularly  since  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  it^'f  1°"°'  fjT  L"""  "I^f  =°nclusions, 
long-term  High  Fleet  scenarios  -peak  hp  *h^      '  acknowledges  that  under 
^Slai^enefteby  reducing  airiineove^^^^^^^^ 
i?I^i;rdiirys'within.h1s:trgh,:-^^^^^^^^^^^ 

't  can  be  a  feasible  alternative  trnew  mn!,?;  ^"''  "'"=.<'elay.  at  Logan  and  that 
proposal,  Originally  but  (orby  Mas^^S^r  ^'  '"^  ^^P"'  This 

peak  hour  activity  by  approximaret^Sr  Zl^    '^^^^  '°  reduce 

in  the  expected  amoun?of  dTay  a  tl^e  alXw  ^^^^  ^1"^  'Eduction 
estimated  that  a  5%  reductior^ln  fhf use  n  ,h  P""°*  l^^ssport 

20%  drop  in  average  expectedTliaht  dl  J.^  /'^V  ^""'^         « '^^^  a 
this  reduction  in  delay  Joufdbe  TLlT^-  ^=<=°'*"3  »<>  'he  Massport  report 
commuter  activity  during  peak  hours  1h  1°.  '°'"%'"f'"'y       ^  'Eduction  ,n 
commuting  alternatives  Further  ^^ls^no^«f'  ^iT  "^'^  ^^^^y 

weekday  flights,  representing  or^fy  3%  peak  oe^^^^^^^  °' ^"^'^  P^™'' 

cancelled,'  with  a  smaller  percen taae  r«^h<f/?  . .  be 
Massport  concluded  that  adoS,  oeafh„Mr     '°  ^hus 
adverse  impact  but  would  benem  the  n/«o„    '^"'""i  """""^  ''^^^  "''"^al 
Airport  during  peak  hours  Passengers  and  airiines  using  Logan 

A%tsr  SSr:^^^^^^^^^  ^--al  au^  convened  a,  an 

Region)  held  in  Boston  to  av  0L1  nrinrir.  f '^"'=^"^''^P'"9  Accessible 
development  and  th7envirr,n™l?        '°'  "■a"spcrtation,  economic 
decades  of  the  21"  cenl  ^  "Z' ,  ,'r.''l!!"^'^°P°.'«an  Boston  region  in  the  first 

adopt  -congestion  Pricing^' to  mittaaTe  honr'".*^  I'"  Commonwealth 
would  impede  the  reaion's  fl  h,^  1^     bottlenecks  and  delays  at  Logan  that 
believed  ^ihat  thi^  W~ers  ^  " 

oners  a  relatively  inexpensive  and  flexible  demand 


^     Massachusetts  Port  Authority  "Peak  Hour  Pricing  a,  Logan  Airport",  April, 
Ju^eT'm  ''''       P"=i"9  Plan-Briefing  ,0  DOT  and  FAA," 
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We  further  note  that  thPii^^  cn.  • 

letter  on  ,he  P-pose^scopt  ,o  :rDTa;|;s%?|"r  ^'""'-ent 
strongly  supported  the  concept  o  peak  olrilw      ■  '^"'"'"^    ^^'f^'  1  •  PP-  2-3) 
Masspon  and  the  FAA  institute  surh  !?   °''  ^"""9  ^""^  recommended  that 
been  applied  effeaively?n     'Ca  ^'         "o<ing  that  i? had 

effects  Of  peak  period  volume  ^Sl^"^^^'^^''"''"^'"^^ '°  -"itigate  he 
env,ronmental  and  economic  bTnefe       '°  """''^  vvitf>  resulting 

(AppenXes 'f  Ind  G        ^n!»  ^/""'^^  '"^'^'^^'^ 'he  Draft  EIS/EIR 
serious  economicimpa^s  on  rj^.^^  pricing  wSult  in 

serve  Cape  Cod  and  (he  Is^andrHn^^'""^  ^"^li  as  Cape  a"  which 

and  conclusions  of  subsfmghuer^fan?  q"es.ion?he  anaTyses 

the  studies,  the  pro/ected  cost  iSases  l^^^'  ^'^"*"9  "^'^  presented  tn 
to  approximately  $13.00  which  /rl  ffw,  ""'^  ^^"9^  fr"""  approximatelv  s7<^o 
V'ould  be  recovered,  atLs  pLlSy  Inle  f„'^^^      '""'''^^  t  JkU 

same  „^e,  .^^  lack  some  ^i.L"  n,o  Z    tl'^""^  '"'3'"'  'a^«-  A  the 

conclusions  can  be  evaluated,  nl  stullTf  ?"    ""'"^'^  f^assporf  s 
the  several  originations.  Therefore  wl  ^^f    . .  °'  '"'^"=^'^  'he  current  fares  from 
existing  fare  that  a  PotentiSelse  — °'  ''f  """'"^     Percentage  of  an 
minimal,  and  thus  well  within  a  a.tt  "  "  u?°"'®      whether  it  would  be 
studies  do  not  indicate  Sa«ve  cost  °'         *er  the 

cost  Of  a  ferry  and  automobte  trip  from  tipl?^.'™'"  '^^'^  '°=a«°"s,  such  the 
compare  the  costs  of  air  transportafon  No  1  ?hf '°  ""'^h  one  could 

to  use  other  airports,  such  as  T  F  ^o"^'^  ^"^  analysis  of  the  potent^l 

destination.  Thus  w  thout  suffWenP.T       P^°"dence,  to  Jeach  one's 
w.th  the  economic  analysis  plXry'Ss^'n.'""^'""'     -™°< -"cur 

J^^e'^'ASH,tass%'°;^^^^^^^^^ 

■ea.y,nd,ca.ingthesign,fican,^ela7rc.- 

f  gr:;;"er^^^^^^^^^^^^  Masspori  should  institute  a  ' 

determine  its  actual  effect  on  rdu&fJ  f  f  °"  ^" "asis,  to 
more  controversial,  and  quest  onab  e  n mw''         "^""'"S    P^ceed  with  the 
and  reduced  minima,  all^of;r:^ieX:^^-J^^^^^^^^^^ 


'  Harvey  B.  Gaulh  et  al  tho  r  o4  ^ 
Recommendations.  Aug-;;ir24:  1 994  pTge  5^  '^^P^^^  "  National  Jury 
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^SSm2MAkP2!NISF0RC0NS!^^ 

'  ■  u'slra^er  ,'h°a^  Sf«a'.r                                   °'  -"'^^'ted  runway  37  1^1; 

not  dislon  .he  analyst'        '  '""""^  '^^"S^                         doesThis  '"'^ 

'^'^'oif^^^^^^^^^^^  37.136 
Massport  mitigation  Dian  nmnn.fi  ,    f    endangered  species.  The  ^ 

a^op°r-^  .^&e;i-roSt^  - i 

l-^S---::----^  37.137 

Srnltlir:^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^            -          0-'^-.  ^-i'-erences  among  37.13jj 

'  SS^^^                                  .  37.139 

elsewhere  The  imoad  nn  hf  J^xway  November,  and  possibly 

Point,  etc.,  ^^^^^t^^^^^^^^^^^-^^^s' 

reduce  construcl.on  vehicle  traffic                construction  matenals)  to  >''■''•' 


same  as 


37.142 
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October  13.  1998 

Trudy  Coxe.  Secrerar/ 

Execunve  Office  or  Env,ronmenralAn.Kc 
iOU  Combnage  Sfreer.  ZOth  Floor 
Boston.  \LA  02202 

Anention:  .:^.^ur  Pu2slcy  -  .VfE?A  Umt 
EOE  \  =*"'"•>]  i<  T3 


Dear  Secreran'  Coxe: 


1  ne  City  of  Boston  Enviromp^r 

suoniiTo  the  roiJowmg  comments.  "  ' 

The  Lpdate  pre"ar°'^  -or  the  Vf 

In.™arional  .^on  se.-^ed     6  "^il!^n?,fr  <M=sspoa,  ind.c.tes  th.t  Lo..~ 

Dom«„c  passenger  activitv  mcr=™  d  b"  I  '°  ''''  "  '  M906 

by  7.1  percent.  GeneraJ-aviarion  (u^  ie'lrnf  P""-  '^-o  volon, 

'  b..e.  .  ,e  U.,ed  S.e.  ar,d  *e  .o.d  ^^t^^S"^^ 

of  d,ose  Who  ,,ve  ^d  work  L  Bos-Z  ^ CtTsZTT'"  "  P"""  -™-™en:a, 
the^e  gmdetaes  and  include  4en.  ir,  the  Se  to  TelTr     '         ^=  ^'^^P"" 
nvironmental  filings.  This  tenant  <n..deliSr^^Pf°^  ^  P^=-'ous 

Impact  Report  (GE!R).  ^'"^  ^=P™duced  m  the  ne.xt  Genenc  Envtrotmental 

Air  OuaHrv  •  , 

^epatt'^tt^^^^^^^  f^el.  tn  e,n,pp„, 

«'°dCte'  wfreco^":  to  somt^pe^tl'coS^^  -  ^"i;  ve„  n,„ch 

cperauon..  However.  CNG  and  other  L^S  't  e'So"'™^ "  ' 

tuel  le.hnologiess  are  well  established,  brin.ins 


Loganlniemational  AiiDort  I0Q7  «  inj 

Page  2  '^"^  "P^'«  continued 

m.o  ques„on  ,he  need  for  a  .ranshional  .echnolo.v  For  ,h  < 

(BID,  I,  ,s  .n,  o;^°r  .vr^p^^^L^r  F^rv^^   '™^^<'"-"'  ^^^t''  - 

.rcraft  .„dn.u,.  aware  c'^e  pressurT.o  pr  du  't^^  ^'j'"'""  -^^--""■■on  ^F.^.,  ^^e  ,he 
em,.s,on..  In  addiuon.  a.  Ground  S^r^  icTEZ^JZa^.T         °  "°'  P"""""' 

addiuon.  TUonnarion  mu.;  beCw^ed  rt^  h.  '  ^"'"'''^  "^^^  ^^'^  oon:.^un:rv.  In  ' 

vehicle  cnps  .^s  would  add  torjn  eve^l^  7^       ^^^'-^"V^=-^-?      number  of 
car  rental  and  bus  servicmg.  space  now  occupied  for 

-  -  ^.ea..  once  a,a..  .e 

-  ..e,v  ,0  ,d,e  .dv^n,  ..Ce  ..e.  or^larj^/pot^^:; ^ 

S^;r4'lc:r:^\~r^^^^^  -«aft  d„  no,  e...  a.       .„e.--  ,s 

*e  GEIR  ecn,.n  a  co.p.len:,v:ratTrcnnI":  ^^^^^  ^=  -^"^ 

^iStaiEmurceConsen.ation  R^.l.-„„ 

ailowu,g  for  the  leakage  of  a"  "er^^LT^ri  1  ''^  ^      provider  and  customer 

4=  number  of  fire,  sp.Bs  ,s  do4  H  wfv  r  hT'T  "  "^'^  '^^ 

mcreased  but  that  regardless  of  the  a^nn^Jn  ,  .         ^    ""^  has 

spilled  smce  ,990.  Ihen  iX"^:  vta"  7  "A"^  ^"^  -'^e 

m  1995.  the  overall  average  number  0"^"  ^  !?*  V  '"1"'=  ^P'''-^ 

analyse  .akes  individual  yearly  sp.^ p^tr^o"^  "'"^ 


Logan  International  Airport  1997  An     ,  rr 

Page  3  H     i  yyy  ^^^^^  continued 

^vouJd  appear  rhat  a.roon  tenanr.  r.  ■ 
-         Masspon  ...  .onnoMh.  .sue  nirc^oVer""'  °"        ^^^^^-^  .ha. 

There  is  c-^eniiy  limited  recvcj.n-  nr  r 

order  ,o  ;[ow  '  '^^  !  -Xc.n.  L  ^.^e      tTbr'^"'"  P-'- 

,    .  ^"=^^^^^?-^""g^ai-ninaacnviries 
^''e  request  that  furure  GFTR.  n  w  ^ 

^^^-^sy..o.^x^-t^:::;^'^^         .e... .  .,e 

2t2ffi3dl!3as££rTat^ 

-^poSe^gr--^^^^^^ 

^--^  1 997,  scheduled  and  non-scheduled  FOV   a     u  ■ 

respecuveiy  above  1996  levels    Wh  ,  ""^"'^''^P  ^^P°^^^l>-  increased  bv  6  8       "  n 

DP.  J  passenger  to  Logan  is  not  an  HOV  k  !T        ^         °^-demand  service  that  ' 

7,100  on-airpon  employee 


Wan  taemationaj  Anpor.  1997  Am,uaJ  Update  continued 

s^::r;:^-:^r  * ... ... ... 

'-Ve  have  not  asked  tor  an  increase  m  rh^-  Mnv     ^  l 

passengers  bu. :s  ...:n.  w^^^  -  P---  -  37.i  ..lion 

HOV  categor,  that  tn:iv  do  not  tree:  t4  cnte '''''  -^^^r  ri.e 

to  worx  against  the  soais  or- the  Tran.-nrr.'r      \  r    '^"'"^ ^'"'-'^^"O"  "^^^s  would  cenainJv  .-..^ 
shouic  di«  b;:ween  e!:^^~,^":^rV'^"r^^^°"  R^dersh.p 
mose  -.vno  use  an  KO V  rbr  the  entire  concur     :  d" .  '  '  ^""^     ^'•"^  ^^"^  ^°  ^^'^^-^ 

and  drop-ofi-p.ck-ups.  d.Mincnon  must  also  be  n^.ade  cer^veen  caipooiers 

Once  again,  use  or  the  V(a5sachiK/»^c  r-,.,  t 

e.-^pianat.on  as  »  whv  :has  sub.ec:  a^™  move-    ■'T:""        """^  ^  <i-a,le" 

before,  .oken  machines  should  be  a^lab  e  .„  .     ^     J  ^«  "ave  sa,d 

The  Updaie  Indicates  that  TMA  membership  is  now  ^0%  of  ,ll 

member  ,s  offenng  subsidized  MBTA  passes  hZ'II      \^     employees  and  that  one  TMA 
many  employees  receive  a  T  pa.s  subs.dvf doeTSe  ^^rf' I^'^ 
o  .00  eo,ployee  cominuter  vehicle  tnps  mavte  aTesul^of?  ' 
(TDM)  measures  ? '    '  ^  "f  Transponaiion  Demand  Management 

Loir  Re^  ::ofo^:i'.t=.r:  "  ^--^^^^  » 

opening  but  d,d  no.  also  note  that  Ae  e  l  I       t'  ^^^'h  "he  eara.e 

newspaper  and  the  WaJl  sTlet  /ou™^        T     "  '"'^  Logan.  AJso.  a  locaf  ' 

automobile  repa.  andtX  °  ™1 1^^^""^  ""f"  ^'^  P™-de 

to  indicate  a  disconnect  m  pl^"™  som'evd  '°  ™^  -""^^ 

^fJSfS^fesomF!^^ 

devii;-:;:  ;LX:aVsfer.;rnSs'or„""^"":'^''^  "^^^ 

>-e  of  Hanscom.  And.  aT^  Mt?;;^';,!"^"^        "  "°  "-^  for  the 

-Unes  to  operate  schedJl^p^Ser  ^2:^X^0:^'''"^  — "  » 

p"  o!?e:r::^^^^^^^^^  "'^^  ^=  =-med  .om  a  regional 


Health 


The  issue  of  Logan  and  health  r-lated  imn 

-   '  ^'^^  -n  cne  nexi 


LandUse 


oVe;::';  SdBti::rbr<'99r  ^-^  ^--^-^b,  the  pop„,at.on  ,  „„„„ 

«pene„ced  „  Ea.t  Bost'on  and  South  Bosfo  '"?'  T'''^  '"^''--^         -evelsTe  " 

accotnpil  h  "  »^  o"  r!:,e  ;i  t°o  ^ow 

'^ipusned  in  a  given  vear  We  undpr<:T.nW  fu      l  ^  ^P^^'^^'ons  were  acmnllv 


Logan  InteraationaJ  Aiiport  IQQ?  a„     ,  n  ^ 

Pagg  6  ^  "  *    '  AnnuaJ  Update  continued 

lye— ,:::r " '°  "^-^ ^-^     f'e,„e„cv  „„,3e  .„  „,„„3 

Southwesi  service  Area 

East  Boston  residents  do  not  aoree  with  /Vfnccr,^^- 

are  ac.,,,,  Eos,  Bos.on  re.den.s  CZ"  "'""^  "'^--l^  Ga.e 

.ns.a„.  ,„  _  ^^^J^^^^ 

Please  note  that  a  hotel  has  been  DroDo<;/.W  f^r 
Water  Oualirv 

Staff  of  the  Boston  Conservation  Commission  rSCr^  Hn^  nx 

compliance  w,th  statements  that  are  sZewha,  con.  .   ^^""'P^"  ^'P^ES 

ftill"  to  quantify  the  level  of  comp  Llc^rno  '  ^^^leadmg.  Descnptions  such  as  "near 

language  that  provides  clear  complia^e  mf™^     ^^'^^'^        ^^^^  ^^ould  contain  p^ec^^ ^ 

Vfassport  plans  to  connect  the  Ponp-  9fr,.-,  r>i  • 

flow.  The  ex,s„„.  „ea™e„,  a,  Po™  7,;^^  "^eadv P""^  -  ,o. 
or  oil.  grease  and  pH.  VVha,  .s  ,he  rauonale  for  o^t  "  T'    .""P''"""       ■^''^£5  levels 
fac,hr>  be  overourdened  by  additional  now'  lTZ.t^;J°7       ' '°  """^^"^ 
Poner  S.reer  con„.„o„  be  .ed  .o  b.,  ,1.  SfC'^Sr^^^^^^^^  - 

^'"e  hope  that  Masspon  w,ll  find  u  aDDropn"-  to  heln  •       ■  ,• 

water  qualm-  of  Boston  Harbor  bv  ce^nlen-[v  n.  f,  V"^'  "              ^^'^  '^^'^^^.c  the 

---ng  -'Don  t  Dump  -  Drains  to  B  "oX  o""^e'  T"^ '""^            ^^^^  ^^'^  ^^e 

obtainmg  these  plaques.  guidelines  contam  mformanon  on 

^ank  you  for  the  opporrunit>'  to  offer  comment. 
Sincerely, 


Patricia  A.  Malone  a^a 

Acting  Director  ^tf%  r^"'" 

<^niet  of  Envii-onmentaJ  Services 


:nc. 


^^ovembe^  24,  J  997 


Trudy  Coxe,  Secretary 

100  Canabndge  Street,  20th  Floor 
l^oston,  iVU  02202 

At.em,on:  AnhurPugsiey-,UEPAUdt 
Re;  EOEa  ;^3247/5 1 4/q  n 

1 S96  Annual  Update"  ^^^raauonal 

Airpon 


Dear  Secretary  Coxe: 


Air  Diioi;,,. 


We  support  Massport's  effort,  fn 

we  restate  our  concern  that  ">^'cu 
Ajiadejmgroismems 

filed  J^p^  ^t'"""'  ""^P""'^  th^t  the  a^s.de  ^ 

fa^l  .0  u„de\7^d  whvT"^  '°  --=ase  effi'^:„t3°^''""'=  P™iect  scon  to  be 

^^^^^^^^^ 


Logan  Aiiport  1996  Annual  Update  - 


p.  2  . 


maximize  the  use  of  namraj  li^ht  ime"  or  li.h^^nT,!  ,  Bu.ld.ng  des,gn  should 

I-gh,  and  the  potent.al  for  use  of  p  s   "  o  f^^^^^^^^^        '  °"  '."r""  '°  »  -"".ent 

new  or  renovated  structure.  Eneroy  effic L^fh  "3,!^ 

regardless  of  who  is  payirig  the  urii^t^  biM^S  n    I  "="^1=^, 
faucets  with  water  co'JervL7aer tTs  rolTo^      T  "^'"'^  '"""""^  '""'^ 

and  gas-fired  heattng  are  equtped  for  hot  aTr  r     ?     ?™  '^'^ 

for  separate  cond.tioLg  orouTdoorld"erl  a^^^f         "'r"''      ''''  ""^  P^*  ^X^ret^s 

^".table  amb.ent  conditions  TTie  F  dTral  """"^  ™d=r 

and  "Energy  Star"  proera^s  c^  prot^MitZTT         "°"  ^^^^^  L.ghts" 

economtcally  profitabfe  meLres  T^e  adle  °"  envtronmentally  sustatnable'and 

Washington,  DC  20460  TheTntrl  I    f   ^  P™^' Street.  SW, 

Green  Ugh,;yEnergX  ^.^^^^ a.  :02-233.9659  and  the 

subscription  to  the  Green  Li.hts  &  Ene^gr  sTar  R  ,i M      n  !    '     202-77>66S0).  A  free 

free  hotline  number'i^SIiS^^^SSrS^^f^,''"     "^'"^^  '^""^h  *e  toll- 

http://ww.epa.gov/3DndstaX  wTn   !'  .S,     ^■•'P"-S»^'S'-«"''8''ts.htmI  and 

itself  and      — '-S^'-  we  suggest  that  Massport  use  the  EPA  as  a  resource  for 

direction^:~'a:d'!rre"i°/~  ^    "T'"  ™  P™"^^  -^"-^ 

reuse.  o„.s,te  or  off-!^te  co„L«io  Tebris  to";^  °f  construction  con^cts  that  contractors  recycle  or 

appropnate  for  reuse  mav  be  s^^t^l  f   .  P''^^''''^-  Some  matenaJ  not 

Te'ac':  Street,  RoA^t^ ^2    o        J  ^^^^^^^^  """^"^^ 

spec,t~,c  requirements^r  conse  Jiln  ald  rtLw.^^^^^^  ^'"^^ 

worker  transit,  approved  truck  routp<;  ^nri  „n--f      7  sections  regarding  construction 

-.dco^iderSfedeveC^^^^^^ 

Ground  Transporrafinn 

the  Tj^mCrZ:  ^^irt^t''"''' -'-^  •'^^  --8 

Vehicle  Miles  wTd  W.'^  w  !     ^t.'^'^'^^'    Average  Weekday  Traffic  (AWDT)  and 
conmbuting  fac'rwe  b2^4aTSl  n  ""'^'^  b=  a 

parking,  a  p^olicy  i,;  Z^.l^tX^nZ  ^t^r 


Logan  AirT,6^:r996  Annual  Update 


p.  3 


Massachusens  Bav  TransDon,„„    a  , 

macWnes  should  be  avanTbk  ^a  hth.  ""'m  ^"^^^^        ^'"^  As  we  have  s.d  bef 
bus  and  subway  schedu    Jol'^'^'T  ^'  ^^^'^  ^'on  I" ^  sut'' 

Environmental  Impact  Report  (GE  RUfi.e.  u  ™"  "'^"'■oned  m  the  1 99^5  ' 

•°ken  machtneo  ^--ded  plannmg  result  ,n  the  actual  .nstajL,,™  of  a 

page" 

P  se  2  jt,  smgje        transportation  bv  an        7  ,  .  ^"^""uled  and  unscheduled  service  On 
^^rvtce.  We  disagree.  A  means  of  ^i^i^h^if '"1''  P™"*^    consid^ed  an  HOV 

toee  or  more  a,r  passengers  m  the  ve^cfe  a  '  "'^"^"^'^  '^^'^  °"»P»<=y  u^ess  tht " 

passenger  to  Loean  is  not  an  HiTV  r  P"™''  ""'demand  service  that  n-mL  , 

V^e         J        .  necessary  to  reflect 

Modes  S  r,o°'"^  »^  drop-oCk  °pl      ^"0^°"^""  ™-       ^ ' 

Modes  m  Table  5-20,  Employee  HOV  Mode  Ih^e)  ^""^  """"  HOV/Altemative 

Health 

Logan,  tiirrh::?;:!!:^^:,^^ 

™pacts  and  cancer,  respiratoty  illness  he  W  d"     T°  """"'^ive  aii,'" 

omplatnts,  v,oIence  and  stres^-rela  d  ^i'X  T''  — «caj 

commttment  to  no,  only  work  with  residentstd  In   ,        "'""'^^^  '^^^P°"  »  "ie  a  " 
-d  procedure  for  s^dy  but  ,0  fW,d  fte  cho^rp,  "cet'l^r^'^^^  '°  ^=-'°P^  -ope 

"terature  search  to  be  reported  in  the  next  AnntS  Update  '       '  a 


Logan  Airport  1996  Annual  Update -p.  4  ; 
Noise 

gap  between  goals  and  actual  runway  use  ^  uneven  record  and  a  substantial 

business  day'  =™P'.'  '"O'd^d.  10  be  dea/t  w,th  on  the  neM 

.ecoJnTa,!?,"'"^''""  "^^        °f--P'-«  reduced  e„g„e  id,in» 

Bos,o„'e:f:erre;;t;"t„;^^^^^^^ 

-les  fo.  Loga..  Stage  2'ai.c  ^  „"eZ  a^^Te'  Tf"™' 

""scheduled  delays  or  the  necessat^sutt.lL^on^l     off  between  1 1:00  PM  and  7:00  AM  due  to 
completely  doct^ent  the  notseTZc^  of^rn  ^""^'"'y 
cot^trollers  each  day  should  l^^TZl^^'ZTT 

n.ghn™e  flights  into  and  out  of  the  aLonTd^^'      ?  ' "'^  of 
>"fon.a.,o„  shouid  be  prov.ded  ,„  ITl^  gITr  ^''"^'^  ™^ 

"-'^^  ^^-^  inowerce.,it,.s/vis.b.htv 
Xe^tnai  A  should  be  designed  to  shield  d,e  Jeffies  Point  neighborhood  .otn  no.se  impacts. 
^^^'SniLPIanning.aniUK 

u...  w^e'L7t^:rn::::°i^^^^^^^^ 

conclusions  of  the  SMA  and  SAR  tha^toTd  affeTr  J     If  ^  ^o  no.  fully  represent  the 

(SMA)  was  undertaken  because  the  IMO  mI:  1..':!^'":  '"^  f""""^  '^'>j°'  ^rrpon  Sitins  Srudv 
concluded  ,hat  even  w,th  operational  and  cZr  r^  ^"'^  '''^'•ASP)  hao  ' 

a  second  major  arrpo.  by  2010  T^e  T,^  !i  ZZT'"''"'''r  '""^  ^ 

of  a,rport  necessary  (mtemat.onaJ  l!^.^onLT'^'  '«<"™cncat,on  about  the  ^^■pe 

Report  (SAR)  was  based  upon  bt^li^^^lZ  ^t  ^.ra.egic  Assessment  ' 

SMA,  mainly  regarding  the  CTrlT«  rfrrn'  ''^^  MASP  and 

document  itself.L  S  A  w^^^ert  teTolTd""  - 
a  specfic  course  of  action.  It  drd,  however  conclude  rh^.r";  °"      "  '"'^'^  '°  -«"™cnd 
"pon  projected  demand,  witllH  be  aZ^eZa  /re  "''"'^  ^"1""  °P'"".  "^^^ 

that,  given  the  many  un  ertainties  to  fofecXT  ''7  T""  ^^^^  ^=  ^  AR  concluded 
would  call  for  the  iLbanlTg  of  a  pS"f/ cTe^  t  ""'^  "^P^'  '  P-'^' 
planning  document,  must  be  fecontiMX.  Z.lf^,  !  ^'f-Pa"c.es  ,n  these  two 

discrepancies  cause  u.  concem  abot^^te  t^efi^ne^  of  unpl.cat.ons  and  the  noted 

Passer,ger  Service  Sludy  "Sefirlness  of  the  Ne«  England  Regional  Airpor.s 

success^uid ™^ — °f 


Logan  Aipor,  1996  Aanual  Update -p.  5 


We  request  that  '  ^""^^"""^ 

".s  encouraging  ,o,eeM.        •  ecosys.en,  than 

conservation  are;,  Th.        !  island  Bay  Mar<;h     ^-  P^t  several 

^"^Piemented  ini^ediatei;  Ir?  ff^"  "^"^ "  "^echan^sm  for  the  deLct Ln  of  ^  m    "^'^  ~ 

''-c,  a  leal,  bef  e'  ,    at   fr^°"  adh     ,oTi*^~'  r"^'"^  '"'^ 

Axe  ^,  tenant.  :o:tatn'Tru"  "  "P^-' 

signatones  on  Masspon's  NPDES  permit? 

SouthwsiSeni^eArea 

Tl^ank  you  for  the  oppomtnity  to  offer  coounent. 


Sincerely, 


Lorraine  M.  Downey 
Director 


96ANUPDATE.doc.LMD:MTZ. 


September  24.  1 996 


1  rucy  Coxe.  Secrerar- 
Execunve  Otf.ct  of  ErMicnip.eniil  ^^•fair. 
^00  La;r.cr.c2e  Scree:.  ZOth  Floor 
Bcsron.  \l\  0220" 

Aciention:  .Anhur  Pugsiey  -  \{E?A  L'-u 

Re:  EOEA  -^32^7/51-16  -  Bosron  Lo.nn  [nternat:on-i  .  -or 
Gener.c  E.virorraenra]  In:nac:  Recoa  "  " 


Dear  Secre 


:an.-  Co.xe: 


1  he  City  or  Eosron  Envircnne-t  D— 

Ann.,  Mr^rslTr^r ^^^^^^^^     -  f - ,e.s. 

e  »  .Annual  Update  ,„  ,  994  and  ^  799^^211  v^^- "  - 
Masspon-s  requ«i  a,  this  ,nne  and  bdi=ve',h^he  h  '       "  'u""  °' "P^"'' 


Ajrjluaiitv 


emmmg  sigiuficaat  amounts  of  NO  aTd  Z  nr^      .  ^.a^e  3  aircraft 

's  a  cn„ca,  issue.  Masspo^  is^o  ^  cct^  °de7?  "  "'"^^  ,„r,e. 

semce  vehrcle  fleet  to  alternattve-foe  ed  ve^  es  S.L^.r  ^''^  -""-"^ 
promoted  by  Massport.  As  an  imponaJii  In  il    ■.  ''^  "^"^'^  ^^tronglv 

^n,on,  new  lease  agreetBents  sZXcS  "2^""'         ^"""^  ""^^^'^     ^ogaa'  ' 
fees  for  pnvate  fleet  operators  for  use  of  nl^  °'  as  reduced  curb 

bel.eve  that  a^^...ona,'',r>easur;s°;rbe     L^^^^^^^^^  ^^*..on.  we 

^^ciry  ana  request  that  xVIasspon  investigate  other 


BED  GEIR  comments -p.2 


^vai-Jable  Technologies,  paniculariv  from  Vf.  . 
-  em.s,ons.  F.ndmgs  should  be  repo4  "  n  ^0^^^^         "^^^-^      -^-m.  a. 

TT^e  GEIR  mdicares  thai  Vfa.snnrr  '^"^^  '"P^^^e- 

o^her  operanons  :o  off-a.rporr  lo^a'^ons   Th  '^"^^^^^  ^^-ovmc  bus  serv.an.  ■ 

pool  0  no,  comply  wi,h  MgI  C.  M  Se4r„T.r"::''  "^""^  ^he  .p  rhe  a-: 

ground  vehicles  emit  PVf  °"  ■■^"^t  ^7  1996  r°  " 

■^'^^Pon.sct^^emiyrcon^b'  *  ~ 

run  out  and  there  is  considerable  val^e  r^S^e  ,nfn    '°      .         ^"^^^  ^^^v  will  soon 

str ri?      .0  -dtf iinr 

^^ilsideJniDrover^^ 


BED  GEIR  comments  -  p.3 


EIR  .0  ,nd.ce  ^  analysis  of  ,he  po,e„  ial  fo  Zs  L,T  " ™P'-™=n,s 
passengers  ,ha.  could  be  served  and  t^e  nule  '"'^  '°  """""^  °'" 

lorJevelsofCOandNO  PVI,  and  PW  '  J  '°  ""^'^d 'or:  aiLSi^iilv,  panicaiarlv 

passenger  (VTPP,  and  ve.^cle  nnles  F-" 
choracMnst.cs  and  overall  parkin.  ne-<s  hok-  aiiiiciparea  e-ployee  iransi! 

w.Uun  Che  expected  L„  60  dBA  and  L   6s75I'  '  '"•"n.s  l.v.no 


Blast  Fenrf 


appear  to  be  several  sio^ificani  ,,Z!IT      .      °  '^^'^i"  Ciub.  Fne-e 

-ha.  the  n^anner  .„  ^°      ^egtn  bv  obser"  no 

fi^nher  reduced  ,.st  ar,d  n,lr,^;7corun                     ''^  "  '^""^^'^^^ 

East  Boston  residents  view  the  bZTnrl      I        "  ooment.ous^ 
bias,  effects  from  Runwav  22R  M^2^n  fe  Is  L"nh,  ^«  »d 
frangtble,  and  would  therefor  pre  enTa  tod  o^io            '° "ecause  i, 
of  a  crash.  Residents  feel  that  mIsI?,^^       '  P^^'"S"^  »  ^e  event 
a^rpon  personnel  and   r  p^ s  n^"  '" d  ^  '  ""T"'  and 
Ciub  members,  ree.ati  n  rusers  o  €01^,^8;^^^^^^       f "       "='^'-'>^  ^ff- 
■s  easy  to  apprecate  each  perspec  ive            ™  "  "^■=-^'-  " 
passengers  or  fi.ght  and  erotmS  personare.  ^lo  Ih         '  ^'^'^  of  air 
protected  from  no.se,  firties  and  the  ITwlMh,                        "'^  "''""'^^  ^'  ^^  P"b"c  are 
■hat  the  altemattves  ^nXTs  for  the  F^T     ,  .                   "  "  ™uest 
frangtble  bamer  andXr  mXds  to^l"  "h't  t  "1''  °' '  mvesugatton  of  a  non- 
Heights  ts  not  fteher  de^                          "  '"^j^""'  O"'"' 

^"'''W^^aurceConseQ^^ 

»prove?;:cin^::3^"t;t':rnrp"or '^'^^^^^^^^ 

maxmu7e  the  use  of  natural  |  1  intn    l  f     """"""'"''0'    Building  des.gn  should 

ambtent  light  and  IZ^^StZZ    '     '  T""'  '°  ^-"-"ons  tn 

evaluated  for  each  neTor  "enovteZ    r''^        '"""^  ''Sl"  should  be 
should  be  mstaUed^d less  0?^^^^^^^^       Energy  efficen.  heatmg  a.d  HVAC  systems 


BED  GEIR 


comments 


SD-eams  and  utilize  outdoor  air  for  cnnl" 

>.Vl,e.  .r=n,„g  p,;,5  ,br  Icrd^cac  r„  "^-'-^y  conservation      ~  " 

-...;ns;ve  ,rr:,aiion  so  thai  ihe-  f'  '^i'--™"  shouid  be  chosen  ,i,- 

_    ,  One  onhe  ,o=,s  eutta  a^^t'.r^f^-^^'         :ot     "^T  :f  ^= 

■         e-  r  "  f ^■^otx.vv.de  r. ..  J.       "?  ^'?-^i>c  '.V,r- 

encourage  Vfnc<;-or- •.  be -r-.-pe ^    '-'^^  -^or.vj 

airec::on  to  cenanr.  '^^^^^^h,  on  rhesn^;^ 

'Ji  noc  appropnare  ror  reuse  — .v  v  -,■     .    r"^     ^'^  maximum  extent  -occr-u  c 
Resource  Center  COO  t.^.,,  t  -^^^l^"  ^^^^-^'^  ror  acnaticn  to       B-Mlnf  w  ^^'^^ 

^•ecrions-e-.ardi--./?;  '^^^^^^^^^ 

'loiations  Jn  -t-.-^;r-      ^r  '^^^  ^'^'r.  accrove- -.r.- -  .  -'^'^-C'.ur;.  a:>  we;  a 


^  .  -wi^uic  LTacnces  ■  '"^-..L.  vc;i  :or  "e-^ants  *o 

0,-ener,,      .-esourc;:-::r:a^-4  .^^^^^^^^^     di.ttnct  sea.o:;  de^  ■  r 

-^tc  reaucdon  ana  recvclino 
^^^^^^naJVancocna^  '    .  " 

^^e  con'^-iruiace  Vfnc; 


BED  GEIR comments -p.  5 


mit,g.„on  for  approved  oroiecr:  .hou'k  „o'.°  e  "'^  ^^'^"^^  of 

-venue.  Tl.s  ev„oano„  would       „    1;  na;,^'  "'^  "'"^  °' -'=:?-^o„ 

C3l=u,a„o„s  of  ,he  revenue  eenerauon  bv  eT,     "  °'  "P"""^  ^nd 

Sess,on.  TT^ey  included  a  barrer  iM^T/Znn  ^       "  -°  ' Techmcai 

Pric..g  po„cy  .ba,  .aj<es  ,be  f.s  u  '  '  ZtT^:™"' "'""'^  a 
te  evaluated  in  ,he  nex,  Firs,  Hour  Fre-  fibnt    '  ""^  should 

Hour  Fre=-  po,..  „ 

Garase.,ba,  are  base,  on  a  sub.^ailv  d,^t  ' IS'^^'^'  '"^'"'"^ 
-.cvee:t:;t:^^-- ^HO V,  .rvce  ,or  pa.3en,e.  ar,d 
Massacbuseas  Bay  Trar,spona.,o„  ;  ^bo  ,v  TTv         L  ^  T  '°'  ?  "'^"^ 
il>ore.  To  increase  awareness  of  oubl.c  ,,^1,  ^  "  ••"^  Norrb 

Wghly  v,s,bie  ,oca„o„  at  eve  "t^  „  ^7°^  ^=  --'^"^  ,„  a 

■nfon^auon.  Travelers  should  alsHf  b  Tcfp'fh^e  ^1"^'"  ""^ 
P^ses  at  the  atrpon.  When  Blue  Line  train  are  exn-^  H  f      ^  '  """"^ 
tratn  should  be  equipped  with  ba.oaoe  r  a  *  or  n  T.  T  "  ™=  =^  °"  "-^h 

occommodatton.  Some  .VD3TA  bLl4  Vo^  he  No '1^'  "^^ 
passengers  a,  thcrVequest  but  this  is  no,  w  ^  l  i  '       make  a  detour  for  Losan 

.cdo^vntow..  TTte^^As^r    r.n  '  "oX^^ 

M^spon  providing  shunle  se-v,ce  foTbmh  ,     ,  =  "O""  'v,d, 

.Vfavenck  Stat.on  should  ^soTe  co  "d  S"™'" 

Another  option  for  deliberation,  panicularlv  if  the  P^«„i.M 
forward,  may  be  e.xtension  of  the  Blue  Fin,  ,h      u  ,  ^.f^^^P'^  '^'over  project  does  not  go 

of  way  (ROW)  near  the  wate^'r„  ft"  no^l'*;^""  '°  -  ---S  naht 

serving  the  arrpon  and  downtow^fp^  ctuSv  i  "  „  ''f "  ^'  "^^A  statiins 

dedicated  efTon  should  be  mke  to^Lr  t^Tu^                 '"^^'"^  l"Sgage  and  a 

shut-dow.  as  safety  pennits.                  tthrfi^^Ltlh  "  "  ""'^'^^  ^ 

stainvay  because  the  escaJatnr  ,\  nnr                           "^^^  ^^^^  bass  up  a  lone 

o-her  Choices.  rujsT:'^zz^r::2::  ^i"''' za^'  ^^^-^ 

throughs  or  other  ways  for  the'cotnfonable  1  f  """"'"^  ^^e- 

and  parcels.  Pro.din'g  ffigh^  JotaTon  c~d  ^  ^'r"' 

downtown  subway  stations  should  be  examined  ™h  W  f  ""'"^^  "^j"^ 
passengers  who  also  choose  public  trarrsir                     "  inconvemence  for  atr 


BED  GEER  comments 


p.  6 


This  depanment  recoani..,  ,u,,  • 

™gh,  ;io;:     r^^^^^^^^  Pe.-naps  .n::-:;„„  ^ ^.^^t 

Pa^sensers.  f,  woulrf     "''^ t  Express  or  oAe-  mr^  *"  «'-e!opmenr 

Health 

This  issue  is  ci-^orlv  a 

Noise 

The  number  of  Rnct 

-creased  despue  the  mode  rdecf.!'"'  'T'  "  «°  ^^A      L    65  dBA 

■"d'cates       a  more  comp^enX  No.se  Index  fm  ^  ''^^'^ 

should  eXDiain  ;„  j    ':"'"Pr=nensive  mjtigaiion  nroonm  i,  „  '      ■'■  ^leariv 

enhanced  pS^S  tet  r^  ''^  of  RSra  V/^^.l^f^-        An.uai  Updare 

abatemen,  stra^""'  ^=  <his  change  be  «.ple  "en  ed  Jl^f"  ^""^ 

TheGEIR  r.        .  overall  noise 

the  human  perception  threshold  of 


BEDGEnicomm=„is.p.7 


»vux  .ve.e  no  uide-bodv  nir--Tr^ 
^"ould  co„„„ue  research"  ce;„?l,:  "«*  to*er  ..ves.S  '„ 

.  ..      Tl>=  GEIR  ,na,ca,es  th.,  Ma.s„o„  ,1"  *^  -^''Wnc  noise  ' 

Dunng  a  discussion  ofL  Fl,»h  Trac  Z""'"-^' 
=l'.a.de  oper=„o„s  ,„,o  flig„,        ™o.,onng  daL  '  "^"""^  '"^  f»'"™3  !ou 


™1  PH  (Tables  II-5.7  and  "s-sV  Ye,  T    "  '°™P''^==  "■'h  NPDES  pemai  "for  o  ,  „ 
-nrmue  to  be  po.ennai  souxc    of  con  ^^"rf  -  ^"^-ois,  rd  foe  ^  , 

~  .arshes      are  a  babira.  ITrT 

v^.,  ~  °  '      "  '^^^e^^g  area  for  fish  and 

w  rule  recoenizinff  the  nprp<rc,>„ 


BED  GEIR  comments - 


p.  8 


^■^e  use  of  propylene  ajvcolwi-rh 

^'^ould  be  made  to  find  I  w  '  '°"^'on.  t  e  on  I  nn         .^'"^  ^^^'^^=1 

--^em.  coliec:  and  ti  the  )i  '".T''  ^sed  produc  t  ' 

requested  m  i  99^  th  '  Vh  ^^'^^^        -use  col  e  'ed   ,     ?    '''''''  ^'^'^nao, 

^P<^--e.  :Vfa.soonV     ,"d7  T  '^^^^  ^  -Pon^e  We^   ^         ^^-^/hoidmg  tonics 

over-.,,  ^o^e  ^'^^      *e  Ea.,t;rGZrv;r  "T ' '°  = 

'he  Greenwav       orlT^T  ^'""^^  <he  marsh  fo  exli       m''^^'  ^       °f 'h^' 

oih«  airpons  of  polices  imd  pracces  ,h?  «Pr«e„ta„on  ,s  self- 

^a.  eff.;:;  1:^:^  a™ TaZ::  G  H  """" 

no  investment  in  tem.;    i       °f  ^^raft  flymg  to  and  from  Eedfnrr^  j    L  ^^<^om  Field 
Masspon  is  act  n   "P^"  ^             — s  -d  ft    ret  If ^-'-^ 
suggests  to  uV.?  w          ^^"^^^  from  beina  suitable                  '°  ^at 

^°g^'s  Identified  as  "uniquely  wdJ. 


BED  GEIR  comments  -  p.  9 


services  which  help  m,n,:n,ze  Ihc  adve-Te  e^ronl  '          '^^spomuo.^  and  HOV 

"se  of  regional  a.rpcr,s  is  no,  .hou.h,  ,o  be  '^^es^^  k™'''"'  ^^'^izin^  ,he 

perspecnve  because  oflhepoiem.al  for  such  r,nf-  ^0",  an  cnviromnenial 

—  a,  kev  i„,ersec:,o„s  and  pes  ,t  e  se  o  da^  "  "  O' 

.        Res,de„:s  of  neighborhoods  ad  c  A^To  '° 

a.n,on^  In  fac.  ,h=se  neighborhoods  ,odav  .le  twil  "  """T"      '"P^^-'  ^''^  ""'b^ 

■mpacs.  From  our  perspective.  delibe-a,l  alou,  overaoundance  of  aTpon-reia.ed  ' 

recognize  ,his  realiry.  Such  a  ola™in"p^„c;sfl   a  '°,  "T'^' 

(SMA)  and  the  1 993  SlrategicAsie^smeii  Rennr,  ^^SS!'^^dmiJ:USO!LSnidv 
^mre  demand  for  a.rT^I^^TS^S^  of  ""^^^^^ 
■ravel  modes  on  air  travel  demand  and  m  Id"  for  enstr^Tr™""'"':.""  °'her 
U.e  regio.  In  anv  cose,  both  stuoies  ac  Wie  ^the TeTA;™™   '  "^f"  ^'^  '° 
Airpon.  We  note  with  concern  that  the-e  h-,,  ,  .  '^^X'nd  Losan 

from  either  the  S.VLA  or  SAR  ' "°  recom.n,endat,o^ 

VVTiile  we  recogniie  that  Losan  is  exoe-cT  ,n  ,v-,  u 
°t  local  impact  that  the  Citv  of  Bo^t'on  ^'d  su^"'"  '    ^  '"'^'^      "--a^imum  level 

accept.  As  sach.  other  anpons  °' 
growh.  prepared  .0  expana  or  Logan  will  have  to  cunaii  Its 

Update."""*  .vou  for  the  oppomt^ty  to  offer  comment.  We  loo.  forvvard  to  tite  ne.xt  .Annual 


Sincerely. 


Lorraine  M.  Downey 
Director 


^BOSTON.  MA  02I,6.39r,.  (6,7, 973-5500 


High  Street  Tower.  Suite  2601 
iioston,  MA02]  JO 

Dear  Peter: 

In  accordance  with  our  telenh^. 
request  dated  September  1 2  T996  fh  ^o^ay  regarding  your  nuhr 

Aviation  A Hrv,-         •        '      °'^"3veenc  osedfh^."A^  ^  •^°'^PUbhc  records 

Sincerely, 


MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 


Ira  M.  WalJach 
^^"^o^^egalCounseJ 

S.  Kaiker 


AGREEMENT 
between 

™'  """0"  ADMINISTRATION 

and 

CITY  OF  BOSTON 
and 

"^^^'CHuserrs  port  .UTHORiTy 


™"   AGREEMENT  ™ade   a.  of   this   „  . 
the    FEDERAL    AVIATION  .hm 
t^-e  "FAA")     an  3,^  ^""^"^TRATION  (hereinafter 

Department  of  t 
""ited     states     of    .  ^^-^Portation  of 

01     America       ^  k 

(hereinafter,   the  ..citr,  '  "  °' 

-  co..on„eauh  of  Ha.::::::"  ^i^^"  "^"^^^^ 

PO«T    AUTHORlTy    (hereinafter  '  "^^^^CHUSETTS 

-^"^c    and    corpo.-t  "      t  hor  1 1      )  ,     a  .0., 

orpo.^te    organized    and  exi^-in. 
^Massachusetts   St     los6  ^  ^    Pursuant  to 

c.   «65  as  amended- 

'''IINESSETH: 

"""EAS,     FAA    desires  i 

esires   in   conjunction    uitv,  , 
"Stall    cert-in  "    Authority  to 

"rt^in    navigational   facilities  on 

at    Boston-Eo.an    International    Al  '"""^^  '""^ 

-  —ce  Of  aire    !  ^  ^ 

-  -ch  fac  i  ::Tr '°  - 

'•     A     1   ,00     r  ^^P^ifically: 

rlft.lT'^''^^'^    "i3heri"'-  =  "^    '  — ^ 
^l-rred   to  as  a  MALS/F;  '     ^^""^  commonly 


configuration    which    ufn^"    ^°    ^  ^^nterline 

''"""S,    t.e    CU,    .3    conoe.ne.    t.at  Teat 

^-esoing   proposed    instaUaf  °' 

installations   may   have  fh« 
'-^ise  significan^  Potential  to 

environmental   issues  about  increased 
anoyance    Tor    residents    or    the    Citv  . 

aircraft    .  ^    ^'"'^"^    ""der  the 

Oil  (.rait    approach  i.  ^ 

path    to    Runway   15R,  particul,., 
increased   aircrarf   =  ,  P^'-ticularly  about 

ircraft  arrival    traffic  on  Runway  15^  i„  „  . 
or  poor  weather  and   at  night. 

WHEREAS,    FAA      in  = 

"    ^    project    notification  f„ 
proposed     install. f  °"  '^"'^ 

installation    prepared    pursuant    to  Off,. 
"-age.ent   and   Budget   circular   A-95  h 

intention   is  not  to  ,  ''''''  ^"'^ 

not  to  lower  landing  .,„i,„„3 

'  .'^  the    proposed     installations    (a  co 

background      n  r  °^  the 

ground    information    presented    by    FM  . 

P-^ect    notification    .3    -tt     H  '  "^'^ 

'3    attached  hereto    as    E.hibi^  . 
incorporated  by  referent,   u  t.xnibi.    a  anc 

rei er  ence   herein) . 

WHEREAS,    the   City  has    th.  • 

^  ^2s    the   right    to  oppose  th. 

installations     and     so          •  Proposed 

30     advise    FAA    and  Authority      th..  k 

^-ing    the    potential    for    dela    "  ' 

i^nplementation.  P-venting  their 


'crURE,   for  and  in  con  • 
and   covenants     ,  °"^ideration  of  the  p^en,.. 

"'^s.    terms    and   condition    u  P^^^^ises 
City-   the  "    hereinafter    set  fo^^h 

and   the  Authority  dn  k  ' 
rollows:  ^^^^^y  fnutually  agree 

^"  ''^^  ^^^^^   --ain  fro.  exercisi 

°PP-  the  proposed  installations.  '  '''''''' 

Win   not  reduce  the  lanH- 

or        n.  .3.       '3        """""^       ^  — o„ 

the   .i,p,,,  ""'^'"^   °^   ^000    ft.  as 

^"^^      KVR   system   or  fu 
"^1^  measured  a.  the  p.evaUi  'h-" "-quarters   of  a 

PrevaUing  visibility 

.     /  ""^  ^"ture     for  a 

to   p.rsue   lower   land-  ' 

-  ^  -  =  -t  Of  these  .„sta     al"  "^"""^     ^  ^""^^ 

-  ---e   a    f„„    eh.ir  ■  ""^  ^ 

-  ^eeti.,s    .f         :  "  -l..i„, 

SO    desired    bv  pnv 
interested  party.  co..u„,;y  g,,^^ 

^8-"  that   the   ter.s  of  this  A 
"""^"^  -  -  associated  „ith  t  '  ''''  ^ 

-  -oPosed    i^stallat  "^"""""^  = 

- -a^es  3.sta„tiai  y  - 

-    attached    hereto        .  "        ^^^^^^^  B 

-corporated  Py 

«"'^"^ty    Shan    monitor    the  vol 

traffip     ^       ^  volume    of    1^  . 

''^^     on     Runway     rSR  -landing 

est;,hi  accordance  with 

"-^^-^ed    r„„.,ay   .3e   data   collection  ""^ 

^-Lection    procedures  -nn 

^nd  will 


-3- 


volume  Of  traffic        n  ^'   ^"  ^he 

traffic  on  Runway  15R. 

Agreement    .ay    not    be    amended    except  . 
— S  ^uly  Signed  .y  311  pa.ties. 

^-       ^his     Agreement     shall  be    deemed     a  M 

contract    to   be   po  Massachusetts 

be  governed   by   and  construed   under   the  1 

the  Commonwealth.  °^ 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF 

wtttKLCF,    the  parties  have  caused  o 

originals    of    this    a.  ^counterpart 

this    Agreement  to    be    execuf^H  k 

authorized    renr  ^^ecuted    by   their  duly 

representatives  as    of    the    date    fi.st  h 

written.  Urst  above 


CITY  OF  BOSTON 


FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATIQK- 
By: 


Date: 


Approved  (s 
to  Form: 


Ti  tie: 


Date  : 


Approved  as 
to  Form: 


MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 


RegionTr~CounseT 


By: 


Ti  tl 


Date 


e : 


Appr-oved  as 


HACKGROL'C  TvTO 


EXHIBIT  A 


I 

II 
III 

IV 
V 

VI 

VII 
VIII 


TABLE  OF  CONTEKTS 

Background 

Proposed  Action 

Other  Concurrent  Actions 

Benefits/Results  Expected 

further  Considerations  of  Proposed  Actions 
Hitlgating  Actions  ' 

Ii^pleaentation  Schedule 
Project  Cost 


Exhibits 


^  ^P-^-'h-P  Depicting  Project  Locus 

■3-     Description  of  Ii:cr^,-,o  . 

i^t. urgent  Landi::g  Systec  (ILS) 

-     Pictorial  Display  of  ILS 

^-    Description  of  Hediu:.  Intensity  An  k 
System  w-ith  Flashers  (mI^s/F)  ^^^"""'^^ 

-  ^"^^^^  -  ^^/^  LiShtin,  S.ste. 

•  ''^^'^^^P^ion  of  Touchdown  Zone  Li.hr-  c 

g      ^  °^  Lighting  System  (TDZ) 

^-  2  deleted  .  ' 

a.  public  hearing 
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^-  BACKCROLT^D 


-  The  FAA  and  MPa  have  b. 

"fety  pennicted  '  P^^^^ry  factor  '^.°5  l>oi:h 

could  be  taj;en  wh.^'  ^T^'/'^'  ^^"0  verr^l^^  ^'^"^^-n  of 

f^fety  factors  at  Lo.an    .  ""^'^  -°nni,„nitv 

^°se  actions  perrl^,n     '  °^  Lave  "jr.  ^  °P^^^t--ional,  and 

P^^ority  and  ar^:^^h^°s^:,^,:,Vo"?"tr^^^         c-^^^^^^^^^  ^^Pl-en.fd. 
^  -^^^^  °^  this  proposal.  ^  "^'^'^  highest 

approaches  which  v   ''^''^^>'  greatly  reduce  rhp  .     .  ^PProach  to 


its  souxce     th.      .      """^       address  tl,e  .  . 

-  -^eie„e„  of  .hl/p' ,        i-di„  .™  .^'^ "  ^;■?r^^^  ^^^^ > 


This;  proposal 


-3- 


.^l-     PROPOSED  ACTIONS 

The  TAA,  In  conjunction  wirh  y.< 

CO.  inprove  the  exisfnc  p  ^^^ssachx.set cs  Port  Auchor^'rw 

relocation  ^11  re°  h/""""                    '°  Run-.V 

Platfoni  on  the  ci,-  "''^  "oscructlon  of  a  „e„ 

°f  the  pier  'o'  rh     %  ="PP=rted  platfono  'so  f. 

the  two'  a^uipne^t  shelter   Ifa      JL^v  T  = 

approximately'ioo  feet^'ovard  ItT.^  indicator  (VA.SI) 

-\°Pe  is  coincident  with  the  eSs  J^^f'  ^°  ^'^^         -^^-1  glide 
exhibit  2.)  existing  electronic  glide  slope  (Se^ 


^^"^^^^^-^^^^^^  P-P-ing  other  concurrent 

^-n^ort  this  construction  season  -h^^K  °"  ^^^^^  Loga^ 

'Notice  of  Intent"      fiT^u  ^he  subiccL  of  a 


IV. 


The  prinary  benefits  of  rh ■ 
-runuay  environiDent  which  u^f/^^""^  ''^^^        ^'^  enhance:.ent  of  rK 
approaches,   therebv  -  ^  Produce  a  reduced  potential  ■ 

Pa.h  Of  ,,;3et^^^^/i,X--f  1V°^^^  events Vol'el  ^,1^?^:^^ 
precision,  standardization  i^^^rovejBent  In 

elated  with  landings  operational  safe.y^t. 

Specific  benefit.;  of  -i, 

as  fono«:"  -"^^"-1  ^l-"ts  Of  ^^^^^^^ 

Installation  of  the  M4is/r 

r=,..red  for  alig^eot  with  the  """"  "'""ior, 

enhance  a  pilo^.j  ^^ili^y       "LT^  '  ""taring  „ai  aiso 

il^Eht  to  visual  contact  ."h  the  '""fl"oa  £ro™  instj^ent 

decision  height.  "'^  """^y  eovlronne^it  before  reacWng 

condUion  resulting  fL'  b:^^^^°^Jf  J  ^'^^^  e  s  non-standard 

>-ssachusetts  Port  Authority  pr'o.    o  ,K    T  ^"^^-^^^-^ 

syjten  by  the  Faa  p  T     f         ^  installation  of  the  exi.,  . 

v-^al  approaches  if  not  toLcadelt '  ''t  ^^^^^  slope'  o^"^^ 

tion  vili  make  both  Rlid/^?  "^'^  ^Ude  sJopc  r!i.. 

point  slightlj  L      thL  loo^f^^^'f^"^  to': 
--^3ing  Che  altitude  ol\lT.U,      ^  ^"""^"^  ^^"^"^  comn^unlty 

oi  Chat  glide  slope  by  about  6  feet. 


proposed  i^,^ 

accordance  wi  °f/--ays  for  landing  i^^'j""",^^  ^or  ' 

Runuay  I5R  ^  preferential  runway  u..  Taa  , 

be  considered  ,n    "he"  """''^"^  ^-^-ty'    o'hfrV""  "'^^^  ^^^e^ 
a.d  velocity.  --E-en.  p..,,,^,  inctj/:"°-.  ^'^^ch  , 

the  seler^^J  -.         i>urr2ce  condin'o„      ■  direcr-,-^ 
anticip'        """'^"^  ^^d  takeoff  °  :  ^^^^^^^ity  and  the  ' 

i^ndings  have  ncp!  ?  average  of      i     ^^"^  landing, 

■the  landing  use  nf  r      ^"^^"'^  Practices  Pm.,  '^^''^"^^^  of  th. 

continue.  ^"-y  I3K  to  a  .in^lr  S:.?,^  ^ee^'i., 

P'^actices  Will 

i>ince  there  vii^ 

greatly  reddce  if  n  The  prop's"  h  air 

^"e  present  iandino 

=  "-""U  of  the  arT,-  °°  '*"''«y  15R  uil, 

P-"«y  15R  are  a  1         P^°P°=ed.    Present  L  i  ""       "^^"^'i  « 

-  f^-ard  VI  ,b  =        f>  =  iEht  of  268  fe,  'r^"^  on 

-a  .e  .'eta\-T -rXj:t.o\^  oT^-  -^ese 


Characteristics  a  d 

•'-Enting  fixtures  ar.  ,       "ALif  installation  („  .i.  ^"'^  ^ 

than  being  elevate      """'d  Hush  in  thl  "  "^he 

Of  the %:  :s3,;",r°'  Sro\"nd  Lve^'"";  "^^^ 

"r:::sv:."  -  -  -  J:'c"fio-:  -p-^rd-to^^v^L'^- 
^^^..res  .1th  ::t:r  er!"::v"'  -^^^  -.n":^:\=; 

■i-i-ghc  intensity.  ^-^evaced 


^ight  leveic  =1 

^ili  be  Incre-cLV^^  "tended  path  of  che  HALSF  svsten 

Lve  a   'h'"     '  brighcness  along   the  « lid  ''"'^^ 

inn-~  ^^^""P  vertical  cue  off  andp  ^  ^ 

ijlunination  near  the  ground  win  k  ^     •  ^""^^sed 
illuminacion  also  falls  off     "  ''^'^ 

asing  angles  off  the  cen::niLr"'  ^^^^ 
In  1 97fl 

^"Ign  Co.  Inc.  of  Lilorl    L  '^tT        '">'       «•  Aerospace 
This  study  produced  a  co^»ut^»  h  ,  "  the  Fm 

"tilting  mu.i„a„ce  vhL.    "ft"'  ^"""t^iy 

fny  point  in  the  approach  """^  produced 

it  has  been  calcula'Ld    ^  "orsT":""  '^'^  -thodology 

Neptune  Road  vould  not  exceed    0^  f        ^""■•inance  levels  on 
i=  c-pared  to  other  ^^oTLfrLlT.lZ-''"-    '"'^  ^^'"^ 

Sencath  Mercury  Vapor  Stre  t  L  "  '''^ 

-  "  -ct 


^^•0  ^ooL  candles 


.02 

steady  illumination  as  one  „ov%!  ^  "P"'''  than  the 

.  B°on  as  one  is  „ore  than  W   L  h 

^"-e-n,  li,ht  is  :ess  r  "e'c-^stnJ^L's^t"""^'   "  = 
J?  ^^rL^^L-'^Lt^f:^;  Of  niu„i„3tion 

Ir.  a  feu  hones  .^"Shielded  by  trL.        ^T""^  ^'"'^  aUho^gh 
c-ld  be  seen  fro„  upper  s  ory  wiLo     '  """^^"8=.   they  - 

^irport  lighting.    Th    fac    tLt  the  '^  "  'f?  "^^tLj 

^it- --Lr^M'^L^L^^^Va"  T?^^^^^ 

>^ould  be  .=.est"h\^1o-ni-io\-d^Lo-tr-ti\^:  p—". 

distance  closely  aLro.-     ^"^""^^^^  shoreline  and  from  a 
---e  Road  anJ  T^^^^^^f  «i.  be^tueen 


^ighc  emissions  of  thJ.                        coa.,unicy.  the 

coStruc"?o\^']!e^'ffl^^^^  standpoint,  no  siPnif^v  " 

-ith  apprcpriate  rL"  t  "ling  pe^^^^S^. 
^"^3  .a.i„e  cons  J           •. ^ocal  ac^sLT^;,  ,^^\-J-ons 


give  Do<^ -f  r-i',,^  "^ssachuset  cs  Pn-r       ^K  -"'"^-aclon 

Should  It  be 

The  FAA  will  accept 

Authority  wiU  incorporlte 'in 'Jk"  ""^^'^  ^'^^  Hassachuse  tts  Per  r 
->^-h  FAA  n^st  Obtain  fro.  °^  ^^^^^  site  iLses 

-n-ring  of   the  localizer  iT,      [^^^r  "^^"^^  ^h^"^ 

^^SF  approach  light  cyste^ 


-6- 


^or  Runu-ay  153 

""y  tiD,  i„  Environmental  Pc,l"v  .  ''"^'^ 
Should  the  lipK 

-"s..n.  app.op.a.  ::;rfoir4- . 


VI. 


By  vote  of  the  Ppcc  u 
ago.   Runways  /iR  Authority  r.  . 

syste.s  are  pe^-"J  ^he  only  ZulL  T  J"^''^'' 

-  second  runva^  a   '    :         ''^  ^'^^  ^     designa  te  '  ^''^^"^^^ 

"se  for  over-!ater     ^^'"^         Category  Ij  i^f"'!^  ^""^^y  33l  as 
this  request.  ^PProaches.    The  F>U  L  cn,,  ^"^^"^e 


r  ■;  <-  


 ■  :   ^  i\\jr  u:>LIJ 

■^t        proposed  to  z,^^ 


Total  es:i^i 


ros; 


project  is  apprcx^arojy  ..800.000. 


2-. 


f^s  facility  v-i^s  .   — ^ 

^  presently  instSl^^^f?^  mnway  ^ud^n  • 

f^roxu^t3ly  I, COO  -^^^^--^y  -■^3L  approach Vv  ^'^'f'--'^^  ^ 

Tnis  facility  fcr2.isni-  ' 

f^'Fc^  site  ic"^-^'""^  suidijice  info^  ^-     ■  ' 

locat.^  .pp.-o:<i-i;,t,^  fg-;--  to  th.  n^w^°-^5^°-^  ' 


^^•i--ibit  3 


• 


MALS. 


■£°JfiL''  Flashers  (KKLS^F) 


l^ght  bars  spaced  200  Let  111  ""'-'^  consists  oV 

runway  approach.     The  MaLS  at  1  000  f  ^^^^"^  ^^^^"8  the 

has  two  additional  light  bare        u  ^'"^"^  ^^e  end  of  the  r 

cen.erline.     I7.e  Sls  uai\?  '^^'^'^  on  each  sad.  oT' 

control  Tower  persoanel.  oj-erated  by  Air  T)  ;.f  f 

^-     /lashers ■ 

sequenced  flashers  i 
--ions.     These  flas^^.Ta  e°^X"c^^  '^'^  ^^^^  ^^^^^  bar  ' 
flas^h  ^^^^^^^  i^entifica         o  ^^^'^  ^  -^ist  pilots 

i-Lash  m  sequence  toward  the  thrPcK  ?^  -'^ysLen.     Tnese  Ijohrc 

second.     The  flashes  are  of  ex^"  ?  '  "  ^^^^        twice  per 

mcrbseconds.  extreceJv  .hort  duration,  measured 


Exhibit  5 


P--acul^f "  Si-S  °f  the 

^2^.t  100  feet  i.ta.-:a^J  ^^'^^r'^^^-^'  -^Xy 
biinr,  "S^it  fl--Sri:r=s    ft,,  -       °^-'tains  three 

.       ^  "^"^tuTB  tcD  2:rd  s.  prism  In  th= 


EXHiBrr  7 


Ex^iihit  8 


EXHIBIT  B 


LEASE  TERMS 


^5-n[:,TTnl  international    .TrVrl  for^^^ur^" 

oeUeT'dV  •■Au\hor?t^^^"=VeVlre°rto'"r^"^  (hereinafter 
description]  in  stall  ed  V  accordance  wi  fh?.  tproject 
this  lease.  accoroance  with  the  provisions  of 

WHEREAS,    the   Fit     uhi^h  v, 
control    and   manage   the     avigable   a'i":'"""^  authority  to 
recognizes  the  concerns  and  wUhes  of  thT/f,!,  "^^^^theless 
communities  surrounding  Logan  Authority. and  the 

the  '"'r'"'  '^'^'y  to  the 

necesslry  or  incVd'en'tal" "for'"the"'o  e.uT^lnt 
description]  on  Runway  iS-Ri/ht  at  th^'^  f"  ° tProject 
3Pecified  in  accordan/e  wit'^'^'^^e  Vol^^o^i^nr'ndrtio'nsr "^^^^ 

'•      O^'a^n^g-H^s.  ^l_"att'arhrd"h"eretrr„"d  Tad 

part  hereof  asTTtachments .  ""^"^  " 


■  FAA    shall    have    the    riohi-  ,,<■ 

-.,.1, « I..  ir.;„;,";;.'r'— 


-5- 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  37 
City  of  Boston 
Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


37.1 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Blue  Ribbon 
Panel 


The  Commonwealth  must  convene  a  regional  panel  to 
evaluate  the  state  of  transportation  in  the  region,  develop 
comprehensive  strategies  to  meet  both  short-temi  and  long- 
term  regional  transportation  needs,  promote  a  greater 
vanety  of  transportation  options  available  for  our  citizens 
and  our  economy,  and  commit  the  Commonwealth  to  meet 
these  goals  in  specific  and  feasible  ways. 


37.2       Air  Quality 


Impacts 


Increased  levels  of  VOC,  CO  and  NOx  emissions  are 
projected  as  a  result  of  anticipated  growth  at  Logan. 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  l^ayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropnate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key 
letters  written  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies 
and  public  officials  responding  to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a 
senes  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations  from  the 
Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent 
industry  experts. 

Over  the  last  ten  years,  various  agencies  and 
transportation  planning  organizations  have  conducted  a 
number  of  studies  that  address  regional  transportation  issues. 
These  studies  form  the  basis  of  a  comprehensive  regional 
transportation  strategy  that  includes  the  Airside  Project  at 
Logan  Airport,  expansion  and  growth  of  the  regional  airports, 
and  the  implementation  of  high-speed  rail  and  other  regional 
rail  projects.  All  these  measures  are  necessary  for  meeting 
the  short-term  and  long-temi  inter-city  travel  needs  of  the 
New  England  region.  These  regional  recommendations  are  in 
various  stages  of  implementation.  By  the  end  of  2000,  Boston 
residents  had  several  alternatives  to  Logan  Airport,  including 
Worcester  Regional  Airport.  Manchester  Airport, 
T.F.  Green/Providence  Airport,  Pease  International 
Tradeport,  and  Amtrak's  high-speed  Acela  tram  service. 
Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
complete  discussion  of  options  to  Logan  Airport  and  steps 
Massport  has  taken  to  foster  increased  use  of  these 
alternatives. 

Massport  has  a  history  of  engaging  in  cooperative 
regional  transportation  planning  and  continues  its  efforts  to 
promote  an  efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation 
system.  Massport's  most  recent  endeavors  include  its 
assumption  of  operating  responsibility  for  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  on  January  15, 2000  and  its 
co-sponsorship  of  the  Regional  Transportation  Summit  of 
New  England  Governors  in  November  1999.  An  additional 
Summit  was  held  in  December  2000,  in  Rhode  Island.  Refer 
to  Section  2.9  for  a  discussion  of  Massport's  initiatives  in 
support  regional  transportation  alternatives. 

Emissions  are  shown  to  decrease  with  the  Preferred  Alternative 
when  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 


Letter  36:  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 

Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 

Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

37.3 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

Increase  in  auto  and  bus  emissions  will  result  from  growth. 

The  proposed  Airside  Project  will  not  stimulate 
additional  growth  in  passenger  activity  levels  at  Logan  Airport. 
Off-site  motor  vehicle  emissions  estimates  are  shown  in 
Table  6.4-9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Increases  in  the 
number  of  vehicles  accessing  Logan  Airport  are  not  analogous 
to  increases  in  emissions.  As  indicated  in  the  table,  these 
emissions  generally  decrease  in  the  future;  as  a  result  of 
improved  motor  vehicle  emission  standards,  the  increased  use 
of  altemative  fuels,  and  other  factors. 

37.4 

Air  Quality 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

With  the  addition  of  the  Centertield  Taxiway,  there  will  be 
additional  planes  with  idling  engines  adding  to  pollutant 
emissions  near  public  beaches  and  residences. 

The  principal  effect  of  the  Centerfieid  Taxiway  is  to  reduce 
the  number  of  aircraft  waiting  on  the  taxiways  reducing 
ground  noise  and  emissions  for  close  in  residents  of  East 
Boston  and  Winthrop.  Dispersion  modeling  indicates  no 
violations  of  the  NAAQS  at  any  of  the  sites  shown  on 
Figure  6.3-1  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  including  those  at 
public  beaches  and  residential  areas. 

37.5 

Air  Quality 

Model 

Current  Massport  soot  monitoring  protocols  are  not 
sufficient  to  determine  the  effect  on  air  quality. 

'  The  two  soot  monitoring  programs  conducted  by  Massport  are 
scientifically  accurate.  Studies  concluded  that  the  soot  was 
attnbutable  to  background  (ambient)  conditions  in  an 
urban  environment,  and  not  to  airport-related  activities.  Refer  to 
the  Logan  Airport  1994/1995  GE/fl  for  additional  information. 

37.6 

Air  Quality 

naaqs 

Current  complaints  about  air  quality,  odor  and  soot 
emissions  by  affected  residents  continue  and  indicate 
current  levels  are  not  acceptable  and  have  not  been 
addressed. 

Massport  employs  a  GIS  mapping  system  to  correlate 
air  quality  and  odor  complaints  with  meteorology,  airport  use, 
and  other  factors.  The  soot  sampling  and  monitoring  programs 
indicate  that  Logan  Airport  is  a  very  small  {i.e.,  less  than 
one  percent)  contnbutor.  In  addition,  the  NAAQS  sen/e  as  an 
indicator  of  the  acceptability  of  cuaent  pollutant  concentrations  . 
since  these  standards  were  designed  to  protect  human  health 
and  welfare.  Dispersion  modeling  indicates  no  violations  of  the 
NAAQS. 

37.7 

Noise 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

There  will  be  additional  noise  from  idling  engines  on  the 
Centerfieid  Taxiway  which  will  immediately  impact  residents 
of  East  Boston  and  Winthrop. 

The  ground  taxi  noise  calculated  for  the  northeast  end  of 
Runway  4/22,  at  locations  in  Winthrop  and  East  Boston,  show 
small  to  moderate  reductions  in  ground  noise  of  2  to  3  dB  for 
the  Preferred  Alternative  when  compared  to  the  No  Build 
Alternative  (refer  to  Tables  6.2-15,  6.2-16,  and  6.2-17  in  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR).  This  is  true  for  average  and  for 
maximum  propagation  conditions  and  for  all  operational 
scenanos  examined.  The  main  reason  for  these  noise 
decreases  is  the  reduction  of  the  number  of  taxiing  aircraft 
waiting  to  takeoff  on  Runways  22LandR. 

The  pnncipal  effect  of  the  Centerfieid  Taxiway  is  to  reduce 
the  number  of  aircraft  waiting  on  the  taxiways  reducing 
ground  noise  and  emissions  for  close  in  residents  of  East 
Boston  and  Winthrop.  j 

37.8 

Noise 

Impacts 

Current  complaints  by  residents  indicate  that  existing  noise 
levels  are  not  acceptable. 

Massport  is  a  national  leader  in  the  implementation  of  an 
aggressive  residential  sound  insulation  program.  Over  the 
last  decade,  the  affected  population  within  the  65  dB  DNL 
contour  has  been  shnnking,  attnbutable  to  improvements  in 
aircraft  technology  and  noise  control,  and  better  attainment  of 
PRAS  goals.  Massport  continues  to  explore  means  of  further 
reducing  noise  in  areas  around  Logan  Airport. 

37.9 

Noise 

Runway  Use 

Massport  has  indicated  that  Runway  14/32  is  to  be  used 
primarily  dunng  periods  of  northwest  winds  and  inclement 
weather.  This  will  increase  noise  volumes  in  the  flight  path. 

The  operations  of  Proposed  Runway  14/32  would  be  over  the 
water.  The  departures  on  Runway  14  would  turn  over  the 
inner  harbor  and  proceed  out  the  hart}or  mouth,  as  do  the 
departures  on  Runway  15R,  the  nighttime  preferential 
mnway.  Similarty,  the  last  several  miles  of  the  approach  path 
to  Runway  32  would  be  over  water  and  largely  uninhabited 
islands.  When  Runway  14/32  is  in  operation,  it  would  reduce 
the  noise  exposure  over  populated  communities. 

Letter  36:  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

37.10 


Topic  1 


Noise 


Topic  2  Comment 

Runway  Use       Lowering  landing  minimums  on  Runway  27  will  increase 

noise  for  residents  of  Wintfirop.  Lowering  landing  minimums 
on  Runways  22L  and  1 5R  will  increase  noise  for  residents 
of  East  Boston  and  Revere. 


37.11 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Permitting 


37.12     Water  Quality  NPDESPemiit 


37.13     Water  Quality  Stormwater 


Massport  fias  not  provided  tfie  Boston  Conservation 
Commission  with  adequate  information  about  its  monitoring 
or  its  compliance  witfi  the  Orders  of  Conditions  to  protect 
the  harbor  and  the  valuable  remaining  wetlands. 


Massport  is  not  in  compliance  with  the  National  Pollution 
Discharge  and  Elimination  Systems  permitted  outfalls  at 
Logan. 


No  pollution  treatment  structures  for  the  North.  Porter  and 
Maverick  Outfalls,  which  sen/e  306  acres,  are  discussed  as 
required. 


Response 

Reducing  the  cun-ent  landing  minimums  for  Runways  15R, 
22L,  and  27  at  Logan  Airport  will  not  increase  noise  levels. 
Aircraft  will  follow  the  same  arrival  paths,  at  the  same 
altitudes  as  today,  but  the  location  at  which  a  missed 
approach  decision  must  be  made  will  be  moved  closer  to  the 
airport.  Since  missed  approaches  rarely  occur,  they  have 
no  discernible  effect  on  the  cumulative  noise.  For  example, 
reducing  the  Runway  22L  decision  height  to  200  feet  moves 
the  maximum  noise  point  to  approximately  3,000  feet  from 
touchdown  which  is  further  from  populated  areas  in 
East  Boston  than  the  current  maximum  noise  point.  Although 
categorically  excluded  from  NEPA  review,  modeling  of  the 
changes  in  mnway  availability  from  reductions  in  the 
approach  minimums  and  an  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts 
on  community  noise  exposure  that  may  result  were  included 
in  the  Airside  Project  in  compliance  with  an  earlier  agreement 
among  Massport,  the  FAA  and  the  City  of  Boston. 

Massport  presents  data  regarding  outfall  monitoring  in  its 
GEIR/ESPRs  and  its  subsequent  Annual  Updates.  Similarly, 
Massport  has  developed  extensive  documentation  regarding 
its  development  of  the  new  salt  marsh  restoration  area  along 
Taxiway  November.  The  Airside  Project  has  been  designed  in 
a  manner  to  avoid  any  wetland  or  hariDor  construction  and  a 
mitigation  program  has  been  developed  to  ensure  that  the 
project  will  not  adversely  affect  water  resources. 

A  review  of  NPDES  outfall  monitoring  data  since  1995 
indicates  that  Massport  has  consistently  improved 
compliance  with  its  NPDES  permit  limits  for  its  permitted 
outfalls.  This  information  is  reported  to  the  EPA,  as  required, 
and  also  is  reported  on  an  annual  basis  in  the  Logan  Airport 
GEIR  and  its  Annual  Updates. 


The  North  and  West  Outfalls  are  equipped  with 

water  pollution  control  devices  such  as  oil/water  separators 

and  grit  collectors,  and  were  upgraded  in  Spring  2000. 

The  construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  or  Runway  14/32 
would  not  affect  the  drainage  system  for  the  North  Pollution 
Control  Facility.  Similariy,  the  drainage  system  for  the 
Maverick  Street  and  Porter  Street  outfalls  would  be 
unaffected  by  the  proposed  taxiway  construction. 

Constnjction,  however,  would  occur  in  portions  of  the 
drainage  area  for  the  West  Outfall  and  a  number  of  the 
smaller  culverts  that  drain  the  airfield.  Approximately  55  acres 
of  the  airfield  drainage  will  be  redirected  from  the  West  Outfall 
to  existing  penmeter  drains.  The  perimeter  drains  will  be 
directed  through  a  low-flow  chamber  sized  to  handle  the  first 
flush  of  stormwater  before  being  discharged.  This 
reconfiguration  is  shown  in  Figure  6.6-1  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR.  The  reconfiguration  results  in  an  18  percent 
reduction  in  the  drainage  area  for  the  West  Outfall.  The 
reduction  in  flow  of  generally  uncontaminated  airfield 
drainage  is  expected  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  West 
Outfall  to  treat  flow  from  the  terminal  areas. 

As  described  in  Section  6.6.4  of  the  Supplemental 
DElS/FElR,  Best  Management  Practices  will  continue  to  be 
implemented  to  minimize  the  discharge  of  sediment,  and  a 
low-flow  chamber  will  be  installed  to  treat  first  flush 
stormwater  flows  from  drainage  areas  redirected  from  the 
West  Outfall. 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

37.14 

Alternatives 

Blast  Fence 

Before  its  removal,  altematives  to  tfie  Blast  Fence  tfiat 
provides  marginal  protection  from  noise,  fumes  and  blast 
effects  from  take-offs  for  residents  must  be  identified  and 
funded 

The  blast  fence  is  not  part  of  the  Airside  Project.  Removal  of 
the  blast  fence  undera/ent  a  separate  state  environmental 
review  process.  An  EOEA  Certificate  requinng  no  further 
environmental  analysis  was  issued  in  February  2001 . 

37.15 

Health  Effects 

Studies 

To  date,  little  or  no  analysis  or  study  of  ttie  affects  on  public 
fieaitfi  from  Logan  operations  has  been  conducted. 

Massport  has  provided  the  City  of  Boston  and  public  health 
agencies  with  air  quality  and  emissions  data. 

In  January  1996,  Massport  reviewed  available  public  health 
data,  including  mortality  and  morbidity  from  each 
neighbortiood  in  Boston  and  cancer  incidence  data  available 
from  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health.  These 
data  indicated  that  causal  relationships  cannot  be  determined 
at  this  time.  A  review  of  the  1999  Report  to  the  Mayor,  Health 
of  Boston  prepared  by  the  Boston  Public  Health  Commission 
leads  to  a  similar  conclusion.  In  addition,  Massport  has 
shared  the  results  of  the  Soot  Deposition  Study  with  public 
health  agencies  and  is  cooperating  with  the  Harvard  School 
of  Public  Health  on  the  Soutli  Boston  Particle  Source 
Apportionment  Study. 

Information  on  public  health  issues  is  provided  in  Chapter  6  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

37.16 

Environmental 
Justice 

Impacts 

No  analysis  of  federal  Executive  Order  12898,  Tederal 
Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minonty 
Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations." 

Refer  to  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis.  Low-income 
and  minonty  populations  were  defined  in  accordance  with 
Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S.  DOT  Final  Order, 
and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's  guidance  on 
environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of 
low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include  households 
at  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis  found  that  there 
is  no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate  impact  to  low-income 
and  minority  populations  caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

37.17 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Master  Plan 

The  DEIR/S  does  not  address  tfie  link  between  air 
transportation  supply  and  ground  transportation  demand. 

The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  aircraft 
operation  or  passenger  demand  for  ground  access  services, 
since  the  project  will  not  induce  additional  passenger 
demand.  Refer  to  the  Logan  Airport1994/95  GEIR  which 
includes  Massport's  Ground  Access  l^^anagement  Plan  and 
forecasted  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled  for  the  37.5  million  and 
45  million  passenger  levels  that  were  studied  in  the 
Airside  Project  analysis. 

37.18 

Purpose  And 
Need 

Delay 

The  DEIR/S  assumes  that  passenger  traffic  at  Logan  Airport 
will  grow  in-espective  of  airport  capacity  and  resulting  delay. 

Growth  in  Logan  Airport  passenger  demand  will  be  principally 
dnven  by  local  and  national  economic  conditions,  competition 
and  pricing  within  the  airiine  industry,  and  the  distribution  of 
airline  sen/ices  and  passenger  traffic  between  Logan  Airport 
and  the  surrounding  regional  airports.  The  broad  range  of 
forecasts  considered  in  the  Airside  Project  operational  and 
environmental  analyses  capture  any  potential  vanation  in 
current  and  future  passenger  and  aircraft  activity  at 
Logan  Airport. 

37.19 

Environmental 

Review 

Process 

FAA/NEPA 

The  DEIR/S  does  not  present  a  reasoned  Build  vs.  No-Build 
analysis  of  airport  capacity  with  and  without  Runway  14/32, 
nor  the  resulting  impacts  on  ground  transportation  (regional 
highways,  local  streets,  transit  modes). 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  senes  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation. 
Massport's  plans  to  handle  the  ground  access  requirements 
of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  its  subsequent 
Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  Updates). 

I 

I 


i 
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37.20     Ground  Access  to 

Transportation     Logan  Airport 


Comment 

The  DEIR/S  does  not  adequately  justify  some  of  its  future 
projections  of  transit  and  HOV  mode  share. 


37.21      Ground  HOV 
Transportation 


37.22      Ground  TMA 
Transportation 


37.23     Ground  Access  to 

Transportation     Logan  Airport 


37.24     Purpose  and  Airfield 
Need  Capacity 


The  DEIFi/S  does  not  differentiate  the  various  types  of  HOV 
travel,  nor  does  it  take  into  account  the  full  impacts  of 
certain  types  of  travel  that  are  considered  HOV  (e.g.,  taxi 
and  drop-off  trips,  passengers  who  drive  alone  to  pari<  in 
Chelsea  are  considered  HOV  tnps  because  they  {ake  a 
shuttle  one  mile  to  Logan). 

The  DEIR/S  does  not  provide  adequate  information  on 
Logan  Transportation  Management  Association 
membership,  participation,  or  plans  for  increasing 
participation. 

The  DEIR/S  does  not  provide  adequate  proposals  for 
improving  utilization  of  the  MBTA  Blue  Line  by  air 
passengers. 

The  DEIR/S  does  not  adequately  justify  construction  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway.  Adequate  runway  crossing 
opportunities  and  airplane  queuing  capacity  cun-ently  exist, 
and  the  construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  would  result 
in  excessive  aircraft  idling. 


Runway  14/32  would  address  weather-related  delays,  but 
these  are  only  a  portion  of  the  airside  delays.  The  DEIR/S 
does  not  provide  information  on  the  relative  impact  of 
different  causes  of  delay:  weather,  mechanical,  and  delays 
originating  from  other  airports. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  demand  for 
ground  access  services.  Refer  to  the  Logan  Airport  1994/95 
GE/fl  which  includes  Massport's  Ground  Access 
Management  Plan,  targeted  HOV  shares,  forecasted 
Vehicle  Miles  Traveled,  and  tnps  by  mode  for  the  37.5  million 
and  45  million  passenger  levels  that  were  studied  in  the 
Airside  Project  analysis.  The  Logan  Airport  1999 
Environmental  Planning  and  Status  Report  (previously  GEIR) 
provides  a  status  report  on  Massport's  ground  access 
initiatives  and  HOV  ridership  for  1999. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.20. 


The  Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental  Planning  and  Status 
Report  reported  on  Logan  Airport  Employee  TMA  achievements 
in  1999,  including  an  increase  of  14  member  organizations,  with 
a  total  of  6,200  employees. 

The  Blue  Line  Modernization  Program  is  discussed  in  the 
Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental  Planning  and  Status 
Report  (fonmerly  the  GEIR)  which  was  filed  with  the  Secretary 
of  Environmental  Affairs  on  December  15, 2000. 

The  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  significantly  reduce 
ground  delays  and  enhance  the  controllers'  flexibility  in 
routing  inbound  and  outbound  aircraft  when  Runways  4LyR  or 
22LVR  are  in  use.  The  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  reduce  aircraft 
idling,  particulariy  on  Taxiways  November,  Romeo  and 
Yankee  waiting  to  cross  Runway  4U22R.  For  more  details, 
refer  to  responses  to  Comments  37.64  through  37.69. 

Delays  occur  when  wind  or  weather  conditions  require  the 
use  of  configurations  with  fewer  than  three  active  runways, 
when  poor  weather  requires  increased  separation  distances 
between  aircraft,  or  when  airiines  schedule  more  flights  than 
Logan  Airport  can  handle.  The  Airside  Project  is  designed  to 
reduce  delays  at  Logan  Airport  from  adverse  winds  and  taxiway 
congestion  by  addressing  constraints  at  Logan  Airport.  Delays 
caused  by  conditions  at  other  airports  or  other  factors,  such  as 
mechanical  failure,  are  not  addressed  since  Massport  cannot 
influence  these  delays.  Section  1 .4  and  Appendix  C  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  contains  a  discussion  of  the 
FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and  histoncal  data,  along 
with  comparisons  of  Logan  Airport  with  other  United  States 
airports. 
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Code     Topic  1 

37.26  Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Peak  Penod 
Pncing 


37.27      Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.28      Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.29  Alternatives        Peak  Period 

Pncing 

37.30  Purpose  and  Airfield 
Need  Capacity 


Comment 

The  DEIR/S  discounts  peak  period  pricing  because  it  is 
assumed  to  reduce  regional  air  service.  Masspoit  should 
analyze  a  peak  penod  pricing  scenario,  which  considers  a 
shifting  of  some  sendee  to  other  regional  airports. 


There  is  no  description  of  a  regional  plan  that  actually 
diverts  traffic  from  Logan 


There  are  no  funding  requests  in  the  Transportation  Bond 
Bill  for  upgrades  at  Worcester.  Hanscom,  or  Fort  Devens  to 
improve  infrastructure  and  public  transit  as  part  of  a  regional 
strategy. 


Peak  pricing  is  not  explored  as  a  tool  to  divert  flights  in  the 
region. 

The  City  of  Boston  views  the  proposed  project  as  a  capacity 
enhancement  plan. 


Response 

Regional  earners  are  not  likely  to  shift  operations  to 
regional  airports  in  response  to  PPP  because  doing  so  would 
likely  reduce  on-board  passengers  and  the  economic  viability 
of  the  service.  Regional  carriers  at  Logan  Airport  carry  a  mix 
of  local  and  connecting  passengers.  As  the  largest  city  in 
New  England,  Boston  and  the  immediate  vicinity  represent 
the  largest  concentrations  of  local  demand  for  regional  carrier 
mari<ets.  Also,  up  to  50  percent  of  passengers  on  regional 
flights  connect  to  other  flights  at  Logan  Airport.  Shitting 
regional  flights  to  other  airports,  such  as  Manchester  or 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  would  likely  reduce  the  number  of 
on-board  passengers  since  a  significant  number  of 
passengers  are  traveling  to  the  City  of  Boston  or  connecting 
to  flights  that  are  not  available  from  the  regional  airports.  For 
example,  service  to  Manchester  Airport  would  not  be  a  viable 
alternative  for  a  Provincetown  passenger  traveling  to  a 
location  In  downtown  Boston.  Likewise,  service  to 
T.F.  Green/Providence  Airport  would  not  be  attractive  to  a 
Bangor  passenger  trying  to  reach  Denver,  since  there  are  no 
nonstop  services  between  Providence  and  Denver. 

The  regionalization  of  aviation  in  New  England  is  currently 
underway.  As  a  result  of  capital  investment,  service 
expansion  at  regional  airports  and  coordinated  efforts 
between  Massport  and  other  federal,  state  and  local 
agencies,  since  1996,  eight  out  of  ten  new  passengers  in 
New  England  are  using  the  regional  airports.  Refer  to 
Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of 
the  emerging  roles  of  the  Logan,  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Manchester,  and  Worcester  Regional  airports  in  the  aviation 
transportation  system  and  on  upcoming  New  England 
Airports  System  Study. 

Worcester  Regional  Airport  has  existing  terminal  and 
airport  infrastructure  and  has  been  targeted  for  increased  use 
and  future  sen/ice  expansion.  MassHighway  is  in  the  process 
of  beginning  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  highway 
improvements  to  improve  access  to 
Worcester  Regional  Airport.. 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  PPP 
at  length.  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
addresses  ongoing  regional  strategies. 

The  goals  of  the  Airside  Project  are  to  reduce  delay,  increase 
the  airport's  efficiency,  and  improve  airfield  safety  in  an 
environmentally  responsible  manner.  The  construction  of 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  prevent  the  significant 
drop  in  airfield  capacity  that  now  occurs  dunng 
northwest  wind  conditions.  The  ainway  would  not  increase 
Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity  of 
approximately  120  operations  per  hour  which  is  available 
neariy  80  percent  of  the  year,  but  rather  would  allow  this 
capacity  to  be  maintained  more  consistently. 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

37.31      Environmental  Blue  Ribbon 

Review  Panel 
Process 


37.32      Air  Quality 


37.33      Air  Quality 


Alternative 

Fuels 


Alternative 
Fuels 


37.34      Air  Quality  Impacts 


37.35      Ground  Mitigation 
Transportation 


Comment 

The  City  of  Boston  finds  the  DEIS/R  deficient  in  many 
respects  and  respectfully  requests  that... [a]  regional  panel 
of  experts  be  convened  to  immediately  assess  the  overall 
state  of  transportation  in  the  region;  [t]his  panel  develop 
strategies  for  both  short-  and  long-temi  regional 
transportation  needs  and  identify  a  variety  of  transportation 
options  available  for  the  traveling  public  and  the  movement 
of  goods;  and  [c]ommunities  in  the  region  be  fairiy  and 
adequately  represented  on  such  a  panel  along  with  public 
officials,  economists,  land  use  planners,  and 
representatives  of  environmental  and  public  health  interests. 


Massport  is  to  be  commended  for  its  program  to  convert  its 
ground  service  vehicle  fleet  to  altemative-fueled  vehicles. 


The  City  has  suggested  in  prior  comments  on  Massport 
MEPA  filings  that  important  steps  in  mitigating  the  air  quality 
impacts  of  Logan  may  include  lease  agreements  with  new 
or  renewing  tenants  that  contain  requirements  or  incentives, 
such  as  reduced  curb  fees  for  private  fleet  operators,  for 
use  of  low  or  no  emission  vehicles  by  tenants. 


The  City  believes  that  additional  measures  are  necessary 
and  requests  that  Massport  and  a  regional  transportation 
task  force  investigate  other  available  technologies, 
particulariy  from  companies  based  in  the  region,  for 
reducing  air  emissions. 

For  several  years,  Massport  has  indicated  that  it  is 
evaluating  the  benefits  of  moving  bus  servicing  and  other 
operations  to  off-aiiport  locations.  This  will  add  vehicle  trips 
to  cunent  levels,  a  detnment  to  air  quality.  The  City  has 
twice  requested  that  a  detailed  analysis  and  discussion  be 
presented  in  a  GEIR  or  Annual  Update  but  Massport  has 
never  responded  to  this  inquiry. 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Govemor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropriate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Interim 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key 
letters  written  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies 
and  public  officials  responding  to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a 
series  of  15  visual  and  written  presentations  from  the 
Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent 
industry  experts. 

As  summanzed  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  a  number  of  studies  that 
address  regional  transportation  planning  issues  have  been 
conducted  over  the  last  ten  years.  These  studies  have 
concluded  that  the  Airside  Project  at  Logan  Airport,  the 
expansion  of  the  regional  aiTDorts,  and  the  implementation  of 
high  speed  rail  are  necessary  for  meeting  the  short-temn  and 
long-term  inter-city  travel  needs  of  the  New  England  region. 
These  regional  recommendations  are  in  vanous  stages  of 
implementation. 

Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the 
entire  region's  air  transportation  system,  along  with  a 
discussion  of  alternative  modes,  specifically  high-speed  rail, 
and  describes  the  regional  study  and  its  major  conclusions. 

Comment  noted.  Massport  has  initiated  and  participated  in  a 
number  of  programs  to  encourage  use  of  alternative  fuels  at 
Logan  Airport,  and  has  received  national  recognition  for 
its  efforts. 

Massport  offers  a  25  percent  discount  on  ground  access  fees  to 
operators  of  qualified  alternative  fuel  vehicles  (AFVs).  In 
addition,  Massport  has  participated  in  several  grant  programs  to 
encourage  tenant  use  of  AFVs.  A  status  report  on  achievement 
of  Massport  ground  access  initiatives  is  provided  in  the 
Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update  and  is  reported  in  the 
Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental  Planning  and  Status  Report 
(previously  GEIR). 

Massport  IS  separately  studying  measures  for  reducing 
Logan  Airport's  contribution  to  air  emissions  in  the  region,  in 
tine  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR). 
Consideration  is  given  to  all  emissions  sources,  and  analysis 
is  conducted  for  the  airport.  East  Boston  and  regional  study 
areas. 

Massport's  efforts  to  minimize  vehicle  tnps  are  documented  in 
the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR).  Massport 
continues  to  evaluate  the  benefits  of  moving  bus  services  to 
off-airport  locations.  No  definitive  decision  has  been  made  at 
this  time. 
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37.36 

Air  Quality 

Impacts 

Massporl  has  stated  in  prior  environmental  review 
documents  that  PM2.5  data  for  aircraft  are  not  currently 
available.  This  is  surprising  since  aircraft  engines  have 
undergone  emissions  testing  for  many  years.  This  should 
be  a  subject  evaluated  in  scientific  and  technical  detail  by 
the  regional  panel  of  experts.  Findings  and 
recommendations  on  this  issue  should  be  a  component  of  a 
regional  transportation  report. 

Particulate  h/latter  (PM)  emission  factors  for  aircraft  are 
very  limited,  at  best,  and  nonexistent  in  most  cases.  Therefore, 
as  a  consen/ative,  worst-case  assumption,  the  air  quality  ( 
analysis  assumed  that  all  PM  is  less  than  10  microns  in  j 
diameter.  No  emission  factors  or  approximation  methods  are  ' 
available  for  PM25. 

37.37 

Air  Quality 

Model 

Given  the  continued  reporting  of  anecdotal  evidence  of  soot 
deposition  and  the  open  issues  as  to  the  accuracy  and 
robustness  of  the  soot  monitonng  protxol...this  matter 
demands  further  study.  Coupled  with  the  continuing 
problem  of  odor  from  aircraft  operations,  the  overall 
emissions  from  ail  airside  operations  should  be  the  subject 
of  a  truly  comprehensive,  state-of-the-art  monitoring  and 
modeling  study. 

Monitoring  of  airborne  soot  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  Logan  Airport 
has  shown  that  the  airport  is  a  very  small  (less  than  one 
percent)  contnbutor.  The  air  quality  analysis,  based  on 
EPA/MDEP  models  and  guidelines,  pertonned  for  the 

^1  innlpmpntAl  DFI^/FPIR  ic  mnclrtoroH  ir\  ho  rr\mr\rohoneh/fl  1 
ou|j)jici  1  ici iiai  L/uio/r  Lin  lo  uuiioiucicu  lU  Uc  uUiiiulcilcilaiVc  ' 

and  state-of-the-art. 

37.38 

Air  Quality 

NAAQS 

The  proposed  Runway  14/32,  at  a  minimum,  facilitates 
more  aircraft  operations  per  hour  during  certain  weather 
conditions.  This  is  especially  of  concem  when  14/32  is  used 
for  departures  (wind  out  of  the  southeast)  and  emissions 
from  take-off  are  blown  back  into  the  neighbortiood.  The 
result  is  that  the  Jeffnes  Point  neighbortiood  and 
surrounding  areas  may  experience  an  Increase  in 
concentration  of  jet  emissions  dunng  southeast  wind 
conditions. 

The  dispersion  modeling  results  indicate  that  concentrations  of 
pollutants  will  be  below  the  NAAQS  at  all  times.  The 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  reports  worst-case  conditions, 
meaning  air  quality  will  be  better  than  this  under  almost  all 
conditions.  A  full  year  of  actual  weather  data  was  used  to 
conduct  the  dispersion  analysis.  In  summary,  actual  wind  ] 
conditions  have  been  used  to  model  pollutant  concentrations  at 
Jeffries  Point,  where  no  violations  of  the  NAAQS  were 
piujcuicu.  ruiiiicriiiurc,  nunwdy        win  pnmdniy  ue  useu  lor 
amvals.  Also  it  will  not  increase  the  number  of  operations  M 
dunng  northwest  winds,  but  will  allow  projected  operations  to  be  1 
accommodated  with  fewer  delays.                           #  1 

37.39 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

Runway  14/32  is  part  of  Logan  Airport's  overall  program  to 

increase  passenger  levels  to  a  minimum  of  37.5  million  in 
2010  and,  as  such,  contributes  to  the  increase  in  emissions 
generated  by  the  new  aircraft  operations. 

Neither  Massport  nor  the  FAA  has  a  program  to  increase  ' 
passenger  demand  at  Logan  Airport.  Rather,  the  objective  of 
both  organizations  is  to  accommodate  demand  safely  and       ;  a 
efficiently.  The  recommended  Airside  Project  is  intended  to  | 
enable  Logan  Airport  to  accommodate  current  and  1 
future  aircraft  activity  with  minimum  delay.  The  constnjction  of  ji 
Runway  14/32  would  significantly  reduce  delays  associated 
with  northwest  wind  conditions,  but  would  not  be  expected  to 
iiiuuLc  duuiuufidi  diroidii  iidiiic  ui  pdobciiger  dcuviiy  di 
Logan  Airport.  Refer  also  to  Section  4.2  The  availability  of 
Runway  14/32  is  projected  to  produce  a  small  improvement  in 
air  quality  from  improved  efficiency  of  airfield  operations. 

37.40 

Noise  Taxiway 

Improvements 

The  City  respectfully  disagrees  with  the  statement  in  the 
DEIS/R  that  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  reduce  noise 
impacts  from  taxiing  aircraft  in  the  areas  located 
north/northeast  of  the  airport. 

VyUi  1 11  Hcl  11  MUlcU.  IVIdoopUFl  rcallliiiib  illc  vallUiiy  Ui  lib  aildlydlo. 

Refer  to  responses  to  Comments  37.7  and  37.24. 

37.41 

Altematives 

Preferred 
Alternative 

East  Boston  residents  view  the  blast  fence  as  a  device  the 
partially  mitigates  fumes,  noise  and  blast  effects  from 
takeoffs  on  Runway  22R.  Massport  believes  that  it  has  an 
obligation  to  take  the  fence  down  because  it  is 
non-frangible,  and  would  therefore  present  a  hazard  to  flight 
personnel  and  air  passengers  in  the  event  of  a  crash. ...  An 
alternatives  analysis,  pnor  to  the  filing  of  environmental 
documents,  should  include  the  results  of  a  detailed 
investigation  of  a  non-frangible  barrier  and  other  methods  to 
ensure  that  the  quality  of  life  in  and  adjacent  to  Orient 
Heights  is  not  further  degraded. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.14. 

1 
1 

1 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 


37.42 

Noise 

Runway  Use 

The  City  does  not  agree  with  the  FAA's  assertion  that 
lowering  landing  minimums  will  result  in  noise  benefits  for 
residents  under  the  approach  path  to  the  mnways  in 
question. ...  Lowenng  the  landing  minimums  is  likely  to 
result  in  the  use  of  these  runways  more  often  during  poor 
weather  conditions,  exposing  nearty  residents  to  noise 
levels  which  they  currently  do  not  expenence.  The  City  of 
Boston  believes  that  lowering  the  landing  minimums  will 
only  serve  to  expose  already  overburdened  residents  to 
additional  noise  impacts. 

Response  to  Comment  37.10  addresses  the  fact  that  the 
flight  paths  themselves  do  not  change,  and  Appendix  D  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  includes  a  complete  discussion 
of  the  impacts  of  lowered  landing  minimums.  The 
lowered  minimums  allow  the  use  of  runways 
more  closely  aligned  with  the  prevailing  winds,  thereby 
increasing  safety.  The  runway  use  would  change 
imperceptibly  by  the  reduced  minimums— less  than 
0.2  percent  of  equivalent  operations— and  these  flights 
represent  shifts  from  Runway  4,  not  additional  operations. 

37.43 

Alternatives 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 

1  The  DEIS/R  indicates  that  the  reduction  of  approach 
minimums  is  consistent  with  the  minimums  in  effect  at  other 
major  commercial  airports.  Current  industry  practice  for 
major  commercial  airports  allows  for  greater  use  of  the  four 
runways  under  certain  weather  conditions. ...  The  City 
questions  if  the  referenced  "major  commercial  airports"  are 
located  in  similar  areas.  When  other  major  commercial 
airports  are  referenced  in  environmental  review  documents, 
the  locations  and  charactenstics  of  these  airports  should  be 
detailed. 

The  reduced  minimums  at  Logan  Airport  would  be  consistent 
with  recommended  practices  as  established  in 
FAA  Order  8260  3B  United  Stales  Standards  fnr  Tprminal 
Instrument  Procedures.  These  standards  are  used  at  all 
airports  in  the  United  States,  and  in  many  other  nations 
around  the  world.  These  standards  are  already  used  for 
Runway  4R  approaches  at  Logan  Airport.  To  cite 
two  typical  examples,  both  La  Guardia  New  Yori<  and 
Washington  Reagan  Airports  have  Category  1 ILS  with  a 
minimum  ceiling  of  200  feet  above  ground  level  and  one  half- 
mile  visibility. 

37.44 

Alternatives  Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 

:  As  noted  in  the  DEIS/R,  the  City  of  Boston  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  FAA  and  Massport  not  to  decrease  the 
landing  minimums  on  Runway  15R.  It  is  our  intention  that 
this  agreement  should  be  respected  and  honored...  With 
the  high  number  of  residents  living  alarmingly  close  to  the 
touchdown  point  of  these  two  runways  (22L  and  15R),  the 
lowering  of  the  landing  minimums  will  place  these  residents 
in  additional  peril. 

The  agreement  between  the  City  of  Boston,  the  FAA  and 
Massport  stipulates  that  any  modification  of  the  existing 
minimums  requires  completion  of  an  EIS/EIR,  even  though 
the  setting  of  minimums  is  othenvise  categoncally  excluded 
from  the  EIS/EIR  process.  The  reduced  minimums  will,  in 
fact,  enhance  safety  by  providing  precision  guidance  to  a 
point  closer  to  touchdown  and  reducing  reliance  on 
Runway  4R  under  poor  weather  conditions,  when  winds  may 
favor  use  of  an  altemate  ainway.  Also,  refer  to  responses  to 
Comments  37. 1 0  and  37.42. 

37.45 

Water  Quality      NPDES  permit 

The  City  finds  this  reporting  [on  NPDES  permitted  outfall 
monitoring]  imprecise  and  misleading  and  it  is  apparent  that 
discharges  are  not  meeting  the  EPA's  NPDES  limits. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37. 1 2 

37.46 

Water  Quality 

NPDES  permit 

The  DEIS/EIR  does  not  identify  any  pollution  treatment 
stmctures  for  the  North,  Porter  and  Mavenck  Outfalls  that, 
combined,  serve  a  306-acre  drainage  area.  It  is  also 
unknown  if  the  50  perimeter  outfalls  treat  pollutants  and  if 
they  are  monitored  and  maintained. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.13.  As  required  by  its 
NPDES  Discharge  Permit,  Massport  conducts  water  quality 
monitonng  at  the  four  outfalls  that  convey  drainage  from  the 
"industnal"  portions  of  Logan  Airport,  such  as  the  fuel  farms, 
terminals,  car  rental  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities. 
These  are  the  North,  West,  Porter  and  Maverick  outfalls. 
Federal  regulations  do  not  require  Massport  to  monitor  the 
"non-industrial"  drainage  from  the  airfield  that  discharges 
through  approximately  50  perimeter  outfalls.  The 
perimeter  outfalls  are  not  equipped  with  treatment  devices, 
since  the  airfield  areas  they  dram  are  not  a  significant  source 
of  contaminants  or  suspended  solid  matenals.  The 
perimeter  outfalls  are  routinely  inspected  and  maintained,  as 
needed,  by  Massport. 

37.47 

Water  Quality 

Stonmwater 

While  Massport  identifies  its  existing  drainage  structures, 
there  is  no  information  describing  drainage  plans  for  14/32 
mnoff. ...  The  proposed  airside  improvements  will  result  in 
the  conversion  of  39.4  acres  of  vegetation  to  paved  surface. 
Massport  anticipates  the  need  to  use  more  de-icing  agent 
with  the  proposed  improvements.  If  overiand  dispersion  is 
presently  a  method  of  treating  these  compounds,  how  will 
the  loss  of  39.4  acres  be  addressed?  How  will  Massport 
mitigate  this  loss  of  pen/ious  area? 

As  stated  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  Runway  14/32  will  be  de-iced 
when  weather  conditions  dictate.  Taxiways  are,  however,  not 
routinely  deiced  and  there  will  be  no  additional  aircraft  deicing 
or  satellite  deicing  stations  required  for  the  project.  The 
existing  drainage  system  will  be  reconfigured,  where 
necessary,  to  accommodate  additional  stormwater  mnoff.  As 
stated  in  the  response  to  Comment  37.46,  the  airfield  is  not  a 
significant  source  of  contaminants.  However,  Massport  will 
install  a  low-flow  chamber  to  capture  any  contaminants 
contained  in  the  first  flush  stormwater.  Although  portions  of 
the  airfield  pen/ious  surfaces  will  be  paved, 
adequate  vegetated  areas  will  be  provided  between 
paved  surfaces  and  the  new  drainage  inlets  to  provide 
suitable  levels  of  treatment. 
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Code     Topic  1 

37.48     Water  Quality 


Topic  2 

NPDES  permit 


37.49     Water  Quality  Stormwater 


37.50  Environmental  Permitting 
Review 

Process 

37.51  Environmental  Permitting 
Review 

Process 

37.52  Environmental  Permitting 
Review 

Process 


Comment 

It  is  obvious  when  one  reviews  Logan  AUs  (GEIR  Annual 
Updates)  that  Massport  is  expenencing  difficulty  in 
complying  with  the  BOG  (Boston  Consen/ation 
Commission)  Orders  of  Conditions  and  EPA  NPDES 
permits  conditions. .  .The  City  asks  that  Massport  review  its 
pemiits,  including  all  perpetual  Orders  of  Conditions,  and 
provide  evidence  that  these  conditions  are  being  met. 


[Provide  documentation  that  this  commitment  is  being  met): 
DEP  File  No.  6-464,  March  13, 1991,  Logan  Landscaping 
Improvements  Special  Conditions 


[Provide  documentation  that  this  commitment  is  being  met]: 
DEP  File  No.  6-467.  June  19, 1991,  Massport  Employee 
Parking  and  Associated  Roadway  Special  Conditions. 

[Provide  documentation  that  this  commitment  is  being  met): 
DEP  File  No.  6-516,  July  22, 1992,  Massport  Test 
Borings/Logan. 

[Provide  documentation  that  this  commitment  is  being  met): 
DEP  File  No.  6-544,  May  12, 1993,  Logan  Safety  Ends. 


Response 

As  a  condition  of  the  NPDES  Permit,  Massport  monitors 
water  quality  for  pH,  Oil  and  Grease,  and  Settleable  Solids 
three  times  each  month  at  the  North,  West,  Porter  and 
Mavenck  outfalls.  These  outfalls  include  all  drainage  from  the 
terminal  and  fuel  farm  areas,  and  some  runway  and  infield 
areas.  The  monthly  monitoring  is  conducted  (1)  in 
dry  conditions;  (2)  in  wet  weather  conditions  and 
(3)  immediately  following  a  storm  event.  This  sampling  and 
other  monitonng  has  helped  Massport  to  improve 
penmit  compliance  significantly.  During  1998,  there  was 
100  percent  compliance  for  pH.  Oil  and  Grease  limits 
compliance  was  100  percent  at  the  West  Outfall;  97  percent 
at  the  North  and  Mavenck  Outfalls;  and  94  percent  at  the 
North  Outfall.  A  copy  of  the  1 998  Water  Quality  Management 
Update  IS  contained  in  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual  Update 
and  additional  information  is  provided  in  Appendix  I  of  that 
document.  (Refer  to  Table  of  1998  NPDES  Compliance  and 
Summary  of  1995-1998  Compliance  Averages).  Massport's 
outfall  sampling  summary  for  Logan  Airport  in  1999  is 
contained  in  Appendix  H  of  the  1999  ESPR. 

All  on-site  drainage  staictures  are  routinely  inspected. 

As  with  all  Logan  Airport  constnjction  projects,  contractors 
are  required  to  implement  and  maintain  full  erosion  and 
sediment  control  program  throughout  constnjction. 

Massport  has  an  ongoing  program  to  stencil  surface  drains 
that  discharge  to  Boston  Hartjor. 

Although  permit  approvals  for  this  project  were  secured, 
Massport  never  constmcted  this  project. 


There  were  no  discharges  or  spillage  of  fuel,  oil,  or 
other  pollutants  dunng  the  test  bonng  program.  As  with  all 
Massport  contracts,  an  emergency  spill  management 
program  was  in  effect  throughout  the  test  bonng  program. 

During  construction  of  the 
Runway-End  Safety  Improvements,  erosion  and 
sedimentation  control  practices  were  fully  employed.  Exposed 
landside  soil  was  stabilized  and  vegetated  quickly. 
Siltation  booms  were  deployed  in  Boston  HartDor  and 
water  quality  monitoring  was  conducted  as  required  in  the 
Boston  Conservation  Commission  Order  of  Conditions. 
Massport  continues  to  monitor  and  maintain  the  runway  end 
safety  areas  to  assure  their  stability. 

There  were  no  newly  constmcted  or  relocated  catch  basins 
associated  with  construction  of  the  runway  end  safety 
improvements. 
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37.53 


Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

Ecosystem        Rare  Species      The  City  strongly  objects  to  the  suggestion  that  off-site 

[habitat]  mitigation  should  occur  outside  of  the  Boston 
Hartwrarea. 


37.54     Health  Effects  Studies 


37.55     Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


37.56      Environmental  MEPA 
Review 
Process 


The  Boston  Public  Health  Commission  believes  that 
Massport,  the  FAA  and  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  have  failed  to  take  the  health  of  Boston 
residents  into  consideration  in  planning  the  proposed 
project. 


The  City  asks  that  the  FAA  and  DOT  comply  with 
Executive  Order  12898  and  provide  documentation  and  all 
relevant  data  to  that  effect. 


The  City  of  Boston  requests  that  the  Secretary  find  this 
DEIS/R  inadequate  on  the  grounds  that  there  is  no  analysis 
of  the  landside  transportation  impacts  of  the  proposed 
Runway  14/32.  The  DEIS/R's  reliance  on  analysis  included 
in  the  GEIR  is  unacceptable,  since  the  GEIR  does  not 
include  specific  impacts  related  to  Runway  14/32.  The  City 
finds  that  many  of  the  GEIR's  assumptions  related  to  HOV 
and  transit  modes  are  questionable,  and  that  these 
assumptions  should  be  re-examined. 


Response 

Upland  Sandpipers  require  extensive  areas  of 
grassland  habitat.  This  type  of  habitat  has  dwindled  steadily 
throughout  New  England  as  a  result  of  natural  succession  of 
these  areas  to  forest  and  through  development.  Many  of  the 
remaining  large  grassland  areas  in  the  Commonwealth  and 
throughout  New  England  are  found  at  airports.  Because  of 
the  hazard  that  birds  present  to  aircraft  and  the  flying  public 
and  because  of  the  potential  hazards  to  the  birds,  Massport 
has  worked  with  the  Natural  Hentage  and  Endangered 
Species  Program  to  develop  a  mitigation  program  that  is 
removed  from  airport  operations  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable.  Camp  Edwards  provides  an  excellent  opportunity 
to  reclaim  a  former  grassland  that  is  currently  being  lost  to 
forest  and  restore  a  population  of  Upland  Sandpiper  that  has 
declined  over  the  past  decade.  Restoration  of  a  degraded 
habitat  is  considered  to  have  a  much  greater  potential  for 
success  as  compared  to  constnjcting  a  new  habitat  area  of 
over  a  hundred  acres  in  the  Boston  Metropolitan  area  even  if 
such  a  suitable  site  were  to  be  located. 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent 
to  Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in 
Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health 
status  reports  were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston:  however, 
comparable  public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the 
Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and 
Winthrop.  A  review  of  the  available  information  did  not 
indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to  the 
airport. 


Refer  to  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  Environmental  Justice  analysis.  Noise  was 
found  to  be  the  only  adverse  impact  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative  with  the  potential  for 
Environmental  Justice  impacts.  Additional  demographic 
analysis  of  the  noise-affected  areas  was  conducted  to 
determine  if  minonty  and/or  low-income  populations  would  be 
disproportionately  affected  by  the  Preferred  Alternative.  This 
analysis  found  that  there  is  no  high  and 
adverse  disproportionate  impact  caused  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  ",,,the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act..."  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 
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37.57 

i 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delays 

1 

The  DEIS/R's  neglect  of  landside  transportation  issues  is 
oaseu  on  me  premise  inai  nunway  i4/o^  win  noi  aau 
capacity,  only  relieve  delay.  The  City  strongly  questions  the 
premise  that  passenger  demand  at  Logan  Airport  is  inelastic 
with  respect  to  delay... It  is  illogical  to  suggest  that  such  an 
increase  in  delay  would  not  result  in  a  shift  in  air  service  to 
New  England's  other  airports  or  other  sen/ices  to  substitute 
for  air  travel  to  and  from  Logan  Airport. 

The  construction  of  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  not  be 
expected  to  induce  additional  aircraft  operations  or  passenger 
traffic  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.2.  Increased  use  of  . 
the  regional  airports  surrounding  Boston  and  alternative 
transport  modes  {e.g..  high-speed  rail)  is  reflected  in  the 
planning  forecasts  used  for  the  Airside  Project  operational 
and  environmental  analyses. 

37.58 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

Such  a  shift  in  activity  (to  air  sen^ice  to  New  England's  other 
airports]  would  result  in  divergent  Build  and  No-Build 
conditions.  This  demands  that  Massport  analyze  the 
difference  between  the  Build  and  No-Build  conditions. 
Massport  should  be  required  to  examine  runway  operational 
capacity,  landside  trips  by  mode,  impact  on  roadway  and 
transit  capacity,  and  unfulfilled  passenger  and  cargo 
uciTidiiu  uidi  Louiu  uc  docoiTimoudicU  di  oingr  regional 
airports  and  transportation  facilities. 

Both  the  No  Action  Alternative  and  the  Preferred  Alternative 
assume  increased  use  of  regional  transportation  options. 
Analysis  of  operational  capacity  for  Logan  Airport  njnway 
configurations  under  vanous  weather  conditions  was 
performed  and  represents  a  central  input  in  the 
operational  analysis  presented  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  recommended  airside  projects 
will  not  affect  ground  access  demand  or  capacity  at 
Logan  Airport.  The  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously 
GEIR)  reports  on  vehicle  tnps  by  mode  for  both  current  and 
forecast  passenger  demand  levels  at  Logan  Airport. 
Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  examines 
passenger  demand  that  could  be  accommodated  at  the 
regional  airports  surrounding  Boston. 

37.59 

Ground 
Transportation 

Impacts 

The  GEIR's  traffic  analysis  sections  have  consistently  been 
fraught  with  unsupported  assumptions  and  questionable 
methodologies. ...  The  Boston  Transportation  Department 
suggests  that  Massport  re-think  traffic  impact  analysis  in 
terms  of  vehicle-miles  traveled  and  passengers  per  vehicle 

The  Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental  Planning  and  Status 
Report  (previously  GEIR)  includes  an  updated  traffic  impact 
analysis  that  discusses  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled  and 
Massport's  ground  access  management  achievement. 

37.60 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan  Airport 

Massport  appears  to  rely  on  additional  passenger  and 
employee  parking  facilities  |ust  outside  the  East  Boston 
parking  freeze  area  to  get  employees  and  passengers 
within  shuttle  range  of  the  airport.  This  puts  an  increased 
burden  on  private  sector  carriers  and  nearby  communities 
to  accommodate  potentially  dramatic  increases  in  vehicle 
trips.  This  would  certainly  seem  to  wori<  against  the  goals  of 
the  Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA). 

There  are  cun-ently  approximately  2,000  active 
airport  employee  and  commercial  part<ing  spaces  at  vanous 
off-airport  locations  in  Chelsea,  which  is  outside  the  limits  of 
the  East  Boston  Parking  Freeze  area.  These  include  1,550 
airport  employee  pari<ing  spaces  in  the  Chelsea  Partying 
Garage  that  are  leased  by  Massport,  500  airport  employee 
part<ing  spaces  that  are  controlled  by  Delta  Air  Lines  for  their 
employees,  and  800  commercial  part<ing  spaces  at  the  Park, 
Shuttle  and  Fly  site  on  Marginal  Street.  The  environmental 
impacts  ol  these  parking  spaces  were  analyzed  as  part  of  the 
Chelsea  Garage  DEIR  (prepared  in  1992)  and  were 
confirmed  by  an  additional  analysis  conducted  in  support  of 
the  West  Garage  Final  EIR  (prepared  in  1 995).  Both  analyses 
demonstrate  that  the  provision  of  these  parking  spaces 
reduces  vehicle  trips  and  VMT  on  local  East  Boston  streets 
and  results  in  measurable  air  quality  benefits. 

37.61 

Ground 
Transportation 

TMA 

The  1 997  Annual  Update  does  not  provide  information 
about  the  number  of  employees  who  belong  to  the  TMA  or 
who  receive  an  MBTA  pass  subsidy.  No  explanation  is 
offered  for  the  TMA  estimate  that  a  reduction  of  only  250  to 
300  employee  commuter  vehicle  trips  may  result  from 
Transportation  Demand  Management  measures. 

The  Logan  Airport  1999  Environmental  Planning  and  Status 
Report  (previously  GEIR)  provides  an  accounting  of  the 
achievements  of  the  Logan  Airport  Employee  TMA.  In  1999, 
five  new  organizations  joined  the  TMA.  bringing  member 
organizations  to  14  and  the  number  of  employees  to  6,200. 

37.62 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan  Airport 

Completion  of  the  MBTA's  Blue  Line  Modernization 
Program  is  described  as  a  project  that,  in  conjunction  with 
the  Airport  Intermodal  Transit  Connector  and  other  transit 
projects,  will  help  increase  the  number  of  airport  passengers 
using  transit.  Although  the  MBTA  has  not  announced  a  final 
project  schedule  for  the  Blue  Line  project,  it  has  been 
progressing  at  a  slower  than  anticipated  pace.  This  situation 
must  be  taken  into  account  in  assessing  the  impacts  of 
increased  operations  and  passenger  levels. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.23. 

i 

j 
i 

Letter  36:  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Comment 


37.64     Alternatives  Taxiway 

Improvements 


37.65      Alternatives  Taxiway 

Improvements 


37.66     Alternatives  Taxiway 

Improvements 


It  is  not  clear  why  three  (3)  crossing  points  to  Runway  4L 
are  insufficient  to  handle  most,  if  not  all,  capacity  situattons. 
Based  on  Massporf  s  assertion  that  three  crossing  points 
are  inadequate,  specific  infomiation  is  lacking  to 
substantiate  the  claim...  The  Runway  4R  scenario  fails  to 
justify  the  benefits  of  the  Centerf ield  Taxiway. . .  Massport's 
claim  that  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  move  this  type  of 
activity  away  from  the  community  laclts  merit. 


While  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  would  provide  an  additional 
taxiing  route  to  both  Runways  22L  and  22R,  the  City 
believes  that  the  delay  benefits  may  be  exaggerated... The 
Centerfield  Taxiway  will  be  9,300  feet  in  length.  Since  both 
the  FAA  and  Massport  will  not  agree  to  limit  the  number  of 
aircraft  allowed  to  queue  on  the  Centerfield  Taxiway,  this 
will  result  in  the  potential  for  FAA  ground  controllers  to 
approve  permission  for  40  to  50  aircraft  to  taxi  to  either 
Runway  22R  or  22L.  The  City  finds  if  difficult  to  comprehend 
how  any  aircraft  located  in  the  rear  of  this  enormous  queue 
would  depart  any  earlier  than  if  the  pilot  was  waiting  at  a 
gate  with  the  plane's  engines  off.  Delays  would  remain,  with 
the  only  difference  being  in  the  location  of  the  aircraft  at  the 
airport. 

Additional  information  and  clarification  are  necessary  on  the 
environmental  benefits  [of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway],  both 
from  a  noise  and  air  quality  perspective. 


The  City  of  Boston  believes  that  possible  delays  on  Echo 
Taxiway  from  amvals  on  Runway  22L  also  fail  to  justify  the 
construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway... How  many 
crossing  points  are  required  in  order  for  the  air  traffic 
controller  to  have  a  safe  and  efficient  set  of  options?  Also, 
what  are  the  environmental  benefits  related  to  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  if  a  pilot  enters  the  Centerfield  Taxiway 
and  heads  back  towards  the  community  seeking  a  place  to 
cross  Runway  22R? 


Response 

Currently,  approximately  75  percent  of  Runway  4R  jet  arrivals 
exit  at  Taxiway  Yankee  or  Runway  33R.  These  aircraft 
cannot  exit  earlier  because  of  landing  distance  requirements, 
and  exiting  on  Taxiway  Romeo  or  later  greatly  increases  taxi 
time  and  distance  unnecessanly.  Aircraft  crossing  at 
Runway  33R  are  forced  to  queue  on  the  mnway  to  cross 
Runway  4L  at  this  single  crossing  point  and  then  use 
Taxiway  November  (along  with  any  aircraft  that  exited  via 
Taxiway  Romeo  or  later)  to  get  to  the  terminals.  This  queuing 
and  the  use  of  Taxiway  November  has  adverse  air  quality 
and  ground  noise  impacts  on  East  Boston  near 
Constitution  Beach.  The  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  allow  these 
aircraft  to  taxi  southward  and  cross  the  oinway 
simultaneously  at  multiple  points  closer  to  the  temiinals. 
Appendix  K  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  demonstrates 
that  these  delays  will  be  cut  by  nearly  48  percent  or  more.  It 
will  also  reduce  congestion  on  Inner  and 
Outer  Taxiways  Alpha  and  Kilo. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.1 30.  The  estimates  of  the 
taxiway  delays  were  generated  with  FAA-approved  and 
universally  accepted  modeling  techniques,  and  the 
delay  benefits  are  realistic  expectations.  Forty  to  fifty  aircraft 
represent  nearly  an  entire  hour's  departure  fiow  at  peak  traffic 
conditions,  and  only  about  ten  percent  of  these  use 
Runway  22L.  Extra  aircraft  idling  on  the  taxiway  system 
would  cause  unnecessary  costs  to  the  airlines,  unnecessary 
environmental  impacts,  and  increased  taxiway  congestion 
which  would  inhibit  the  ability  of  controllers  to  move  aircraft  to 
and  from  the  runways. 


Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows  that  there 
are  small  noise  benefits  from  the  constnjcfion  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway.  The  principal  effect  of  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  is  to  reduce  the  number  of  aircraft 
waiting  on  the  Taxiway  November,  thus  benefiting 
East  Boston.  It  also  should  eliminate  aircraft  landing  on 
Runway  4R  from  waiting  to  cross  Runway  4L  and  aiming  their 
intake  noise  toward  Constitufion  Beach.  Section  6.4  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the  air  quality  benefits  of 
the  Centerfield  Taxiway. 

Approximately  75  percent  of  jet  aircraft  arrivals  exit 
Runway  22L  at  Taxiways  Papa  or  Echo,  leading  to  a 
single  crossing  point.  Runway  27  jet  arnvals  also  must  move 
through  this  Southwest  Comer  area.  The  Centerfield  Taxiway 
will  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  north  to  crossing  points  at  Charlie  or 
Foxtrot.  The  aircraft  can  then  cross  at  points  closer  to 
Terminals  C  and  E  without  incurnng  delays  in  the  Southwest 
Comer  or  causing  increased  congestion  on  Taxiways  Alpha 
and  Kilo  near  Tenninals  B  and  C.  Allowing  aircraft  to  bypass 
Southwest  Comer  and  Taxiway  Alpha/Kilo  congestion  will 
reduce  environmental  impacts  from  ground  operations,  and 
moving  from  Taxiway  Echo  to  Taxiway  Chariie  or  Taxiway 
Foxtrot  will  not  move  the  impacts  significantly  closer  to  the 
communities. 


Letter  36;  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

37.67  Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Taxiway 
Improvements 


37.68  Alternatives 


37.69  Altematives 


Taxiway 
Improvements 


Taxiway 
Improvements 


37.70  Altematives 


37.71  Altematives 


Taxiway 
Improvements 


Taxiway 
Improvements 


37.72  Altematives 


Taxiway 
Improvements 


Comment 

Massport  tias  listed  as  one  of  its  criteria  for  the  construction 
of  the  Centerlield  Taxiway  the  concern  about  wing-tip 
clearance  conflicts  on  Taxiways  Alpha  (Inner)  and  Kilo 
(Outer)  Should  the  Inner  Taxiway  remain  in  service 
subsequent  to  the  construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway? 
What  is  to  prevent  this  potential  conflict  from  remaining  a 
concern? 


The  City  questions  how  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  would 
enhance  the  general  safety  of  airside  operations,  since  the 
dramatic  increase  in  the  number  of  simultaneous  aircraft 
ground  movements  could  increase  the  potential  for  ground 
incursions  on  Logan's  complex  taxiway  system. 

Taking  into  consideration  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  length 
(9,300  feet)  and  the  proposed  location,  a  pilot  not  familiar 
with  the  aiipon  may  experience  an  identification  problem 
while  on  approach  to  either  22L  or,  for  small  aircraft,  22R. 


The  November  Taxiway  will  remain  in  operation.  Therefore, 
the  City  would  like  to  request  clanfication  on  how  the  air 
quality  and  noise  benefits  will  be  achieved' 


The  DEIS/R  also  claims  that  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  will 
reduce  delays  for  aircraft  en  route  to  Runways  22R/L  for 
departure.  Altfrough  this  could  occur  if  a  minimal  number  of 
aircraft  are  on  the  field,  the  City  questions  how  this  benefit 
would  be  accomplished  dunng  peak  penods  of  operation, 
when  the  number  of  aircraft  movements  on  the  airfield 
increases  substantially? 


If  the  motivation  behind  this  taxiway  is  to  open  gate  space 
by  increasing  queues  on  taxiways,  allowing  Massport  to 
reduce  the  so-called  "delays"  occurring  now,  then  this  plan 
is  clearly  a  capacity  enhancement  program  for  Logan. 


Response 

Congestion  on  the  Inner  and  Outer  Taxiways  is  already  a 
problem  because  pushbacks  on  Taxiway  Alpha  can  interfere 
with  and  delay  operations  on  Taxiway  Kilo.  As  some  future 
aircraft  wingspans  increase,  wingtip  clearance  may 
occasionally  increase  congestion.  Taxiway  Kilo  will  still  be 
needed  for  maneuvenng  most  aircraft  past  Terminals  B  and 
C,  since  unnecessary  runway  crossings  would  have  a 
detnmental  impact  on  airfield  capacity. 

The  Centerfield  Taxiway  will  not  increase  the  number  of 
ground  operations  at  Logan  Airport.  It  will  simply  increase 
controller  flexibility  and  reduce  delays.  The  number  of  aircraft 
on  the  taxiway  system  is  directly  related  to  the  number  of 
flights  operating  at  Logan  Airport  and  will  not  change  because 
there  is  another  taxiway. 

Practically  every  major  airport  with  parallel  runways  (including 
Logan  Airport)  also  has  parallel  taxiways.  Runway  markings, 
air  traffic  control  procedures,  and  electronic  approach 
guidance  dunng  poor  visibility  make  mistaking  taxiway  for  a 
runway  highly  improbable.  The  Centerfield  Taxiway  will 
satisfy  all  applicable  FAA  safety  regulations  regarding  its 
design,  constaiction,  lighting,  marking,  signage,  and  use. 

While  Taxiway  November  will  remain  in  operation,  the 
larger  aircraft  that  require  Runway  22L  for  departure  will  no 
longer  need  to  queue  on  Taxiway  November  with  the 
Runway  22R  departures,  reducing  both  the  number  and  the 
size  of  aircraft  using  this  taxiway. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comments  37.64  and  37.68.  The  number 
of  aircraft  on  the  taxiways  is  directly  related  to  the  capacity  of 
the  runway  system,  since  every  departing  or  arriving  aircraft 
must  use  the  taxiway  to  get  to  or  from  the  terminal.  The 
Centerfield  Taxiway  will  not  change  the  taxiway  demand.  The 
delay  benefits  will  be  realized  dunng  high  demand  situations 
when  Runway  22L  departures  are  able  to  bypass  the  queue  for 
Runway  22R.  Some  larger  and  heavier  aircraft  (which  generally 
produce  more  noise  and  emissions)  cannot  use  Runway  22R 
for  departure  but  under  current  conditions  must  wait  in  the 
queue  with  other  departures  on  Runway  22R,  thereby 
increasing  environmental  impacts.  Even  though  the  queue  on 
Taxiway  November  is  limited  to  four  jets,  the  heavy  jets  in  this 
queue  produce  noise  and  air  quality  impacts  that  could  be 
avoided  if  they  could  proceed  directly  to  Runway  22L  via  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway. 

The  purpose  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  is  not  to  open 
gate  space,  but  to  reduce  taxiing  delays  and  congestion  and 
to  provide  environmental  benefits.  The  taxiway  modeling 
reflects  delays  from  taxiway  congestion  and 
aircraft  movements. 


Letter  36;  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  IVlayor  Thonnas  M.  l\/lenino 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


37.73 

Purpose  and 
Need 

Delay 

I  he  Cfty  questions  Massporf  s  representations  of              The  Airside  Project  deals  with  delays  at  Logan  Airport  and  the 
delays... Missing  from  any  discussion  or  evaluation  of  delay     airport's  ability  to  address  them;  hence  delays  caused  by 
IS  the  role  of  other  airports  in  delaying  flights  destined  for        conditions  at  other  airports,  equipment  failures  and 
Logan  and  problems  with  equipment  or  personnel,  both  at      personnel  problems  are  not  relevant  nor  are  they  included  in 
Logan  and  other  airports....  Delays  due  to  cargo  and  small      the  analysis.  The  delays  caused  by  cargo,  general  aviation 
commercial  and  pnvate  aircraft  must  be  a  significant  factor      and  commuter  aircraft  are  included  in  the  analysis  and  the  ' 
in  delay.  This  suggests  to  us  that  delay  must  be  evaluated      range  of  the  various  forecasts  encompasses  the  impacts  that 
in  a  regional  context  as  these  are  the  types  of  flights  most      may  occur  from  development  of  and  diversion  to 
easily  accommodated  at  other  airports.                         other  airports  or  regional  transportation  modes.  Chapter  2  of 
Future  air  passenger  surveys  should  include  questions         '^^  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  Logan  Airport  in  a 
about  the  passengers  ongin  and  the  timeliness  of  the          regional  transportation  context.  As  the  second  most  delayed 
flight(s)  leaving  the  city  of  origin  or  that  they  traveled  on                  '^^           arrivals,  Massport  is  trying  to  reduce 
prior  to  reaching  Logan.                                        ''s  airside-related  delay  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Chapter  1 

of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Logan 
Airport  delays  caused  elsewhere  in  the  system. 

37.74 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 

Massport-s  recommended  project  alternative  does  not          Massport  has  developed  an  action  plan  as  descnbed  in 
include  peak  penod  pncing.                                    Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to 
In  its  analysis  of  this  administrative  option,  Massport           address  overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Regional 
assumes  that  some  existing  aircraft  operations  would  be        earners  that  provide  service  between  the  Cape  Cod  and 
discontinued  by  a  shift  to  off-peak  hours  or  cancellation  of       '^'^"^  markets  and  Logan  Airport  are  not  likely  to  shift  these 
the  service  altogether.  A  scenario  in  which  airlines  would        services  to  other  regional  airports  because  doing  so  would 
move  service  to  a  regional  airport  is  not  mentioned,  as  it  it      reduce  the  number  of  passengers  and  the  economic  viability 
were  not  a  viable  opton.  Also  neglected  is  a  plan  in  which       °'  ^^'^'^  services.  Regional  camers  serving  Logan  Airport 
airlines  would  continue  to  offer  flights  at  peak  times  but         ''^"^  ^      °*       and  connecting  passengers.  As  the 
would  add  a  surcharge  to  the  fare  to  make  up  for  the  peak      largest  city  in  New  England,  the  Boston  metropolitan  area 
assessment. . . .  Massport's  rejection  of  [the  peak  period        represents  the  largest  concentration  of  demand  for  outlying 
pncing]  alternative  is  unsupported  by  the  arguments            regional  carrier  markets, 
outlined  in  the  DEiS/R. 

01 

Environmental     Public  Process 

Review 

Process 

The  City  found  that  the  information  Massport  chose  to          Massport  disagrees.  The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and 
highlight  from  two  of  the  cited  studies,  the  SAR  (Strategic       the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  accurately  reflect  the 
Assessment  Report)  and  the  Second  Major  Airport  Siting       conclusions  of  these  studies. 
Study  (SMA),  did  not  fully  represent  the  conclusions  of 
those  studies  as  they  would  affect  Logan.  The  same  is  tme 
for  the  way  in  which  Massport  now  portrays  the  motivations 
for  and  conclusions  of  these  studies  in  public  Airside 
Improvements  presentations. 

Letter  36;  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

37.76      Purpose  and 
Need 


Topic  2 

Airfield 
Capacity 


37.77  Alternatives 


37.78  Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pncing 


Demand 


37.79  Alternatives 


Peak  Penod 
Pncing 


37.80  Alternatives 


Runway  14/32 


Comment 

According  to  the  SAR,  renewed  interest  in  ttie  long  dormant 
Rumay  14/32  proposal  grew  out  of  a  "Capacity  Delay  Task 
Force."  But  Michael  Dawson,  a  pnvate  aviation  consultant, 
in  a  letter  to  Massport  correcting  errors  in  the  report, 
claimed  that  the  correct  name  lor  this  group  was  actually  the 
"Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Task  Force."  This  is  an 
important  distinction,  because  if  Runway  14/32  is  in  reality  a 
capacity  enhancing  measure,  then  the  rationale  lor  the 
mnway  contradicts  Massport's  recent  statements.  It  may 
also  violate  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  injunction  that 
prohibits  the  airport's  expansion. 


Peak  hour  travel  time  at  Logan  is  a  limited  resource.  Until 
Massport  and  a  consortium  of  other  public  entities  can 
expand  capacity  at  alternative  airports  within  the  region,  the 
immediate  solution  for  relieving  delays  at  Logan  is  to  ration 
the  existing  resource  through  demand  management 
policies. 

The  proposed  new  Runway  14/32  will  precipitate  increased 
passenger  volumes  with  consequent  increases  in  vehicle- 
miles  traveled.  In  the  past,  Massport  has  cloaked  airside 
improvements  under  the  veil  of  improved  management  of 
existing  aircraft  operations.  But,  cleariy.  14/32  is  different 
and  will  facilitate  a  new  round  of  added  air  service  and 
increases  in  vehicle  traffic  on  the  roads,  both  locally  and 
regionally. 

Massport  claimed  that  it  can  seek  to  remove  the  injunction 
against  capacity  enhancing  improvements  for  "reliever' 
purposes.  If  this  is  actually  the  case,  the  City  questions  why 
Massport  has  not  pursued  demand  management  policies 
such  as  peak  hour  pricing  for  relief. 


Constmcting  a  new  runway  is  only  a  short-term  approach 
and  will  do  little  to  solve  the  expanding  regional 
transportation  issues  that  must  be  addressed  through  a 
comprehensive,  regional,  inter/multi-modal  solution. 


Response 

The  con-ect  title  of  the  report  is  the  Boston  Logan 
International  Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  It 
documents  work  by  the  Boston  Airport  Capacity  Design  Team 
(also  referred  to  as  the  Task  Force)  which  FAA  established 
as  part  of  its  national  effort  to  reduce  delays  in  the  NAS.  The 
Task  Force  included  key  members  from  the  FAA,  Massport, 
and  the  airiine  community.  The  FAA  has  sponsored  over 
30  such  teams,  which  "wori<  to  develop  a  coordinated  action 
plan  for  reducing  airport  delay"  (refer  to  Page  1 5  of  the 
Boston  Logan  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan,  produced  in 
October  1992  by  the  FAA).  The  report  recommends  ways  to 
accommodate  1 992  and  projected  demand  levels  with  an 
acceptable  level  of  delay  and  without  compromising  safety  or 
the  environment. 

Runway  14/32  would  not  increase  the  normal  operating 
capacity  of  the  airport.  Logan  Airport  can  currently  handle 
120  houriy  operations,  and  if  the  mnway  is  constructed,  that  will 
still  be  the  normal  capacity  throughput.  Runway  14/32 
enhances  operating  efficiency  by  providing  a  third  available 
oinway  in  weather  conditions  that  require 
northwest-southeast  operations.  With  a  third  available 
runway,  controllers  are  able  to  segregate  large  and  small 
aircraft  operations,  which  leads  to  significant  delay  reduction 
benefits.  Similar  three-runway  configurations  exist  for  all  other 
operating  directions. 

The  Airside  Project  analysis  indicates  that  PPP  is  an  effective 
option  when  airtine's  schedule  beyond  the  normal  houriy 
operating  capacity  of  the  airport.  Massport  has  developed  an 
action  plan  as  described  in  Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to  address  overscheduling  conditions  at 
Logan  Airport. 

The  construction  of  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  not 
increase  Logan  Airport's  nomal  airfield  capacity  of 
120  operations  and  will  not  generate 
additional  aircraft  operations  or  passenger  traffic.  Refer  to 
response  to  Comment  37. 18  and  37.76. 


Massport  acknowledges  the  existence  of  an  agreed  injunction 
prohibiting  only  the  completion  of  a  Runway  14/32  concept 
and  certain  other  airfield  improvements  proposed  in  the  early 
1970s.  The  express  terms  of  this  injunction,  however,  allow 
future  improvements  under  certain  circumstances, 
(e.g.  changed  conditions)  or,  more  generally,  if  application  of 
the  terms  of  the  injunction  on  a  prospective  basis  is  no  longer 
equitable.  The  Airside  Project  Feasibility  Study, 
Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  examine 
Logan  Airport's  current  and  prospective  operating 
environments  and  a  wide  range  of  alternative  improvement 
concepts,  including  specifically,  PPP.  The  improvement 
concepts  have  been  compared  to  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
The  selection  of  the  Preferred  Altemative  is  based  on  the 
operating  and  environmental  analysis  set  out  in  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Massport  has  not  made  any  claim  or  assertion  to  the 
contrary. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.1 . 


Letter  36:  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

37.81      Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 

Massport  claims  to  be  "actively  engaged  in  promoting  the 
use  of  altemative  travel  choices  to  provide  relief  to  Logan." 
Massport  talked  atwut  relieving  congestion  at  Logan  by 
expanding  use  of  the  state's  regional  airports  in  Worcester 
and  New  Bedford.  Yet,  after  years  of  talk  and  so-called 
plans,  Worcester  and  New  Bedford  cany  the  lowest  number 
of  passengers  of  the  eight  New  England  regional  airports 
examined  in  the  Regional  Air  Service  Study. ...  There  has 
been  no  aggressive  service  development  at  Worcester, 
Hanscom  or  any  other  regional  airport  in  Massachusetts, 
even  though  Massport  claims  that  'The  regional  alternatives 
to  Logan  Airport  are  an  important  component  of  Massport's 
plan  for  reducing  delays  at  Logan"  (EIS/R  2-48). ... 
Massporf  s  unsuccessful  record  in  diverting  traffic  to  other 
airports  makes  the  City  doubt  Massport's  claim  of  promoting 
regional  alternatives. 


Response 

Since  1 995,  Massport  has  worked  closely  with  the 
City  of  Worcester  to  aggressively  mari<et  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  to  airlines.  Massport  increased  its 
involvement  with  Worcester  Regional  Airport  by  assuming 
operational  responsibility  of  the  airport  on  January  15, 2000. 
Since  January  2000  Massport  has  attracted  three  new 
airiines  to  Worcester  Regional  Airport.  Delta  Connection 
began  serving  Worcester  Regional  Airport  with  two  daily 
nonstop  roundtnp  flights  on  regional  jet  aircraft  to  Atlanta  on 
February  1 ,  2000  and  will  be  increasing  its  service  to  three 
daily  flights  in  Apnl  2001.  On  July  6,  2000,  Amencan  Eagle 
began  service  to  New  York  JFK  Airport  with  three  daily 
nonstop  roundtnp  flights  on  turtDoprop  aircraft.  In  Febmary 
2001,  PanAm  began  daily  scheduled  service  from  Worcester 
to  Orlando  Intemational  Airport.  Massport  is  in  ongoing 
discussions  with  other  carriers  regarding  potential  new 
sen/ices  at  Worcester  Regional  Airport.  In  addition  to  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport,  Massport  has  pursued  a  variety 
of  initiatives  to  promote  the  use  of  other  regional  airports  and 
travel  modes  with  the  goal  of  relieving  traffic  grovrth 
pressures  at  Logan  Airport.  For  example,  in  November  1999. 
f^assport  and  Governor  Cellucci  co-sponsored  a 
Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  the  New  England 
Governors  and  transportation  officials.  The  Summit  focused 
on  joint  marketing  among  the  New  England  commercial 
service  airports  and  the  joint  promotion  of  rail  and  road 
initiatives  that  will  foster  an  efficient  and  balanced  regional 
transportation  system.  A  second  summit  was  held  in  Rhode 
Island  in  December  2000.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  comprehensive  discussion  of 
Massport's  regional  transportation  planning  initiatives. 
Massport  disagrees  that  its  record  in  diverting  traffic  to  other 
airports  is  unsuccessful.  Since  1996  eight  out  of 
ten  new  passengers  in  New  England  were  directed  to 
regional  airports,  which  include  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Worcester  Regional,  and  Manchester  airports.  In  1999, 
Massport  estimates  that  regional  airports  attracted  2.4  million 
passengers,  that  would  have  otherwise  used  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  36;  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

37.82 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports,  Cargo 

! 

The  City  notes  that  the  DEIS/R  does  not  include  any 
discussion  ot  the  diversion  of  cargo  to  otf-aiiport  alternatives 
and,  thus,  does  not  comply  with  the  Secretary's  Certificate 
on  the  ENF. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the  i 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act. . ."  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7,  1999.  The  potential  diversion  of  cargo 
operations  was  not  specifically  analyzed  because  cargo 
operations  account  for  only  two  percent  of  aircraft  activity  at 
Logan  Airport  and  since  most  all-cargo  aircraft  operate  during 
oft-peak  hours,  cargo  operations  do  not  contribute  to  delays 
at  Logan  Airport.  However,  all  cargo  operations  were  included 
in  the  future  fleets  analyzed  in  the  Airside  Project. 
Additionally,  some  cargo  is  now  being  diverted  to 
regional  airports  as  indicated  by  the  strong  growth  in 
cargo  services  and  air  cargo  activity  at  the  regional  airports. 

37.83 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan  Airport 

Essential  to  the  success  of  distributing  air  traffic  within  the 
region  is  the  development  of  a  comprehensive,  inter-  and 
multi-modal  transportation  system.  Such  a  system  should 
address  not  only  the  diversion  of  passengers  from  air 
service  but  should  ensure  that  travelers  have  convenient 
vehicular,  private  and  public  transit  access  to  regional 
transportation  hubs. .  in  order  to  minimize  air  quality 
impacts,  incentives  should  be  offered  for  the  use  of 
alternative  fueled  vehicles. 

The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  demand  for 
ground  access  sen/ices. 

Masspon  is  working  with  the  MBTA  to  improve  transit  access 
to  Logan  Airport  via  the  Blue  Line  and  the  Airport  Intermodal 
Transit  Connector  (AITC).  Section  2.7  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the  proposed  MBTA  improvements  in 
transit  access  to  Logan  Airport.  The  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR),  filed  on  December  15, 2000, 
also  reports  on  the  status  of  these  ground  transit 
improvement  projects. 

Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses  the 
impact  of  planned  ground  access  improvement  projects  at 
Logan  Airport  and  the  regional  airports  on  passenger  traffic 
levels  and  high-speed  rail  passenger  diversion  estimates. 

37.84 

Analysis 
Assumptions 

Forecasts 

The  City  recommends  that  data  that  distinguish  between 
commuter,  charter  and  other  regularly  scheduled  non- 
commuter  flights  be  part  of  the  evaluation  of  regional  air 
transit. 

All  the  Airside  Project  forecasts  included  activity  by  segment: 
Jet,  Regional  Non-Jet,  Charter  Jet,  Cargo  Jet  and  Non-Jet, 
and  General  Aviation  Jet  and  Non-Jet. 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

37.85     Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.86     Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.87      Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.88      Mitigation  Initiatives 


Comment 

Hanscom's  potential  as  a  regional  facility  has  been  ignored 
in  the  DEIS/'R  and  should  have  received  substantial 
attention  in  the  alternatives  analysis...  Massport  has  not 
invested  the  funds  necessary  for  infrastnjcture 
improvements  that  would  attract  cargo  and  regional 
sendee... Hanscom  could  be  upgraded  into  a  first-class 
destination  for  General  Aviation  activity  with  facilities  that 
would  entice  many  private  entities  to  make  the  switch.  In 
combination  with  Peak  Penod  Pricing  at  Logan,  Hanscom 
could  well  become  a  convenient  option  for  many  travelers. 
Hanscom  could  also  be  developed  into  a  Northeast  hub 
airfield  offering  service  to  major  destinations  such  as 
New  Yori<,  Washington,  D.C.,  Philadelphia,  Pittsburgh, 
Cleveland  and  Detroit.  ...Developing  Hanscom  as  a'feeder 
facility  for  flights  within  the  Northeast  could  result  in  a 
reduction  in  Logan's  flight  operations  significantly.  Rnally, 
extending  the  MBTA's  Red  Line  from  Alewife  to  Hanscom 
should  be  considered  as  an  access  option  as  should  a 
connection  with  the  Fitchburg  Commuter  Rail  line  that  now 
stops  in  Lincoln  and  Concord. 


Response 


Although  Worcester  may  not  serve  as  a  primary  reliever  for 
Logan,  it  is  fundamental  that  improved  access,  preferably 
off  Interstate  90,  be  addressed  first  and  foremost  when 
planning  to  expand  operations  at  this  facility. 

The  City  believes  that  evaluation  of  Fort  Devens'  potential 
role  in  a  regional  transportation  system  should  be  assessed. 


The  DEIS/R,  like  other  Massport  project  documents,  does 
not  adequately  address  the  very  real  problems  and  needs  of 
those  most  affected  by  aiiport  operations  on  a  daily 
basis... the  quality  of  life  of  those  who  live  and  wori<  in 
Logan's  zone  of  impact  is  clearly  not  acknowledged. 


The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  altematives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of 
aircraft  operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The 
Hanscom  Field  activity  includes  pnvate,  business,  charter, 
and  air  taxi  operations  that  might  othenwise  use 
Logan  Airport.  Since  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was 
filed.  Shuttle  Amenca.  a  newly  founded  airiine,  began 
commercial  scheduled  operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offenng 
limited  turboprop  sen/ices  to  short-haul  regional  maritets  - 
Trenton.  Buffalo,  Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington, 
Delaware  (discontinued),  and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is 
also  conducting  operations  between  Hanscom  and 
New  Yori<  LaGuardia  Airpol.  While  Massport  supports 
commercial  sen/ice  at  Hanscom  Field,  consistent  with  its 
established  policy  (60-seat  regulation),  it  believes  that 
Hanscom  Field  will  maintain  its  role  as  a 
major  general  aviation  reliever,  and  that  its 
geographic  proximity  to  Logan,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its  development  as  a 
significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally,  commuter  airiines 
serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move  a 
significant  number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to  Hanscom 
Field,  since  approximately  50  percent  of  passengers  on 
Logan  Airport's  commuter  flights  connect  to  other 
Logan  Airport  flights.  However,  any  new  commercial  service 
initiatives  proposed  for  Hanscom  Field  shall  be  reviewed  for 
consistency  with  the  Hanscom  GEIR  (HGEIR),  its 
Annual  Updates,  and  applicable  regulatory  limitations,  and 
shall  be  considered  by  the  Hanscom  Field  Advisory 
Committee.  Refer  to  Section  2.6  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Hanscom  Field.  The 
environmental  impacts  of  commercial  services  at 
Hanscom  Field  are  summarized  from  the  HGEIR  and  appear 
in  Appendix  B  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


MassHighway  is  analyzing  alternative  routes  that  would 
improve  surface  access  from  Routes  1-90  and  1-290  to  the 
Worcester  Regional  Airport.  MassHighway  filed  an  ENF  in 
December  1999  and  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  a  Draft 
EIS/EIR,  which  is  expected  to  be  filed  in  October  2001. 

Fort  Devens  was  an  altemative  considered  as  a 
potential  airport  site  in  the  Second  Major  Airport  Site 
Selection  study  conducted  in  1991  by  the 
Massachusetts  Aeronautics  Commission,  However, 
Fort  Devens  was  not  selected.  The  site  has  since  been 
developed  for  other  uses.  Development  at 
T,F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Pease  International  Tradeport  has  superseded  the  need  for  a 
second  major  airport. 

Massport  is  committed  to  a  number  of  mitigation  measures  in 
addition  to  project-specific  mitigation.  Refer  to  Chapter  8  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  mitigation 
measures. 
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Code 

37.89 


Topic  1 

Open  Space/ 
Parkland 


Topic  2 
Impacts 


37.90  Analysis 

Assumptions 


Forecasts 


37.91 


Purpose  and 
Need 


Airfield 
Capacity 


37.92  Ground  Access  to 
Transportation  Logan  Airport 

37.93  Ground  Access  to 
Transportation  Logan  Airport 


Comment 

Ttie  DEIS/R  states  that,  due  to  the  airside  improvements 
project,  areas  such  as  parldand,  farmland  and  cultural 
resources  will  not  receive  impacts  or  will  receive 
insignificant  impacts.  This  is  inaccurate  and  one  example  is 
the  projected  increase  in  flights  over  Franklin  Park.  This 
parkland  is  an  important  resource  in  a  dense  uitan  area 
populated  by  many  people  of  color  and  is  on  the  National 
Register  of  Histoncal  Places. 

The  base  year  in  the  DEIS/R  for  modeling  and  forecasting  is 
1993,  SIX  years  ago.  Given  the  changes  in  fleet  mix  and 
other  baseline  conditions,  1993  is  an  inappropnate  tase 
year. 

Projections  for  1999  are  inappropnately  called  "near-term" 
rather  than  'current  activity'  and  the  year  2010,  only  1 1 
years  in  the  future,  is  called  'long  term."  The  DEIS/R  short- 
and  long-temi  time  horizons  do  not  conform  with  generally 
accepted  planning  practices  or  with  FAA  standards.  The 
result  IS  an  analysis  that  relies  upon  outdated  information 
and  inadequate  forecasting.  At  a  minimum,  planning  and 
forecasting  for  this  project  should  cany  through  the  year 
2020. 


Response 

Section  6.3.3  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  summarizes 
the  additional  analysis  of  parklands  relative  to  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  As  depicted  in  Figure  6.3-4,  Franklin 
Park  is  well  outside  the  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Therefore,  the 
Airside  Project  will  have  no  impact  on  this  National  Register 
property. 


There  are  questions  about  Logan  Airports  long-term 
capacity  to  serve  growing  air  traffic  demand  in  the  region, 
particularly  the  growing  temtory  beyond  Route  128; 


There  are  questions  about  whether  already  congested 
urban  highways  can  absorb  larger  volumes  of  suburban 
traffic; 

...commuters  who  will  share  the  roads  with  Logan's 
passengers  and  residents  of  sun-ounding  communities  who 
will  share  the  air  deserve  an  accounting  of  the 
environmental  and  economic  costs  of  more  traffic 
congestion  and  delays  on  urban  roads; 


Consistent  with  the  request  made  by  EOEA  in  its  Certificate, 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  delay  and 
environmental  analyses  for  1998  to  reflect  current  conditions 
and  provide  context  to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Aiiport. 
However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  appropnate  comparison 
for  assessing  future  year  conditions  and  the  effectiveness  of 
the  Airside  Project,  is  a  companson  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  A  discussion  of 
current  and  historic  conditions  can  be  found  in  Section  4.2  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Current  traffic  trends  at  Logan  Airport  and  the  regional 
airports  indicate  that  Logan  Airport  is  not  expected  to  reach 
the  29  million  passenger  forecast  presented  in  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  until  2003.  Continued  air  service 
expansion  at  the  regional  airports  and  the  introduction  of 
high-speed  rail  to  New  York  in  December  2000  is  expected  to 
further  slow  Logan  Airport's  passenger  traffic  growth.  With 
these  developments,  Logan  Airport  is  not  expected  to  achieve 
the  37.5  million  passenger  forecasts  until  2015,  and  the 
45  million  passenger  forecasts  will  not  be  achieved  until 
2024.  Thus  the  planning  forecasts  that  underlie  the  delays 
and  environmental  analyses  cover  a  planning  penod  of  at 
least  20  years.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  complete  discussion  of  the  planning 
forecasts. 


With  recent  service  developments,  Manchester  and 
T.F.  Green/Providence  airports,  are  becoming 
attractive  options  for  air  passengers  that  originate  in 
communities  north  and  south  of  Routes  1-95  and  1-495.  By  its 
agreement  to  assume  operational  responsibility  and  the 
eventual  ownership  of  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport, 
Massport  is  working  to  increase  air  sen/ices  at 
Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  is  working  to  increase  the 
airport's  role  in  accommodating  air  travel  demand  generated 
in  communities  west  of  1-95  and  1-495. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.17. 


Referto  response  to  Comment  37.17. 


Letter  36:  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


37.94 


Purpose  and 
Need 


Topic  2 

Delays 


37.95     Alternatives        Peak  Period 
Pricing 


37.96     Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.97     Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.98      Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Comment 

There  are  questions  about  genuine  causes  of  delays  at 
Logan  ottier  than  northwest  winds,  such  as  the  inability  of 
airiines  to  find  attractive  alternative  airports  in  the  region;  if 
delays  actually  stem  from  airlines  scheduling  far  more  flights 
than  Logan  is  capable  of  handling,  then  adding  capacity  will 
not  solve  the  problem... The  only  real  solution  is  to  improve 
other  airports  as  more  attractive  alternatives  for  the 
airiines... 


There  are  questions  about  Logan's  high  volume  of  small 
planes  that  could  be  accommodated  at  smaller,  regional 
airports;  some  45%  of  Logan's  flight  capacity  is  planes  with 
40  passengers  or  less;. ..Logan  can  reduce  this  percentage 
through  mari<et  mechanisms  geared  to  relieve  congestion, 
such  as  peak  pncing; 


There  are  questions  about  the  suitability  of  alternative 
airports  or  the  readiness  of  alternative  regional  airports  to 
handle  increased  traffic  and  meet  demand  projections;  the 
effects  of  physical  improvements  to  existing  airports,  ground 
access  infrastructure,  as  well  as  improvements  to 
Logan  Airport  need  to  be  studied  in  a  regional  context,  not 
in  isolation. 


There  are  questions  about  the  need  to  preserve  available 
sites  for  potential  airfields;  with  Logan  at  capacity,  the  state 
needs  to  reexamine  the  suitability  of  Fort  Devens  for  a  new 
regional  reliever  airport  to  sen/e  growing  demand  along  the 
1495  and  Route  128  comdors; 

There  are  questions  about  the  regional  economic  benefits  of 
airport  expansion  and  infrastructure  improvements  at  all 
facilities  in  the  region. 


37.99      Purpose  and 
Need 


Delays 


There  are  questions  about  whether  prohibiting  a  new 
runway  at  Logan  would  actually  have  any  undesirable 
consequences  to  the  efficiency  of  Logan's  operations  or  the 
region's  economy. 


Response 

Airiine  services  in  New  England  are  concentrated  at 
Logan  Airport  because  Boston  is  the  region's  most 
populous  city  and  generates  the  most  air  travel  demand.  The 
regionalization  of  aviation  in  New  England  is  currently 
undera/ay.  In  fact,  since  1996,  eight  out  of  ten  new 
passengers  in  New  England  have  used  the  regional  airports 
instead  of  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Sections  2.3  through  2.6  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  the 
emerging  roles  of  the  Logan,  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Worcester  Regional,  and  Manchester  airports  in  the 
regional  system. 


The  Airside  Project  analysis  evaluated  PPP  as  a  demand 
management  measure  for  reducing  delays  caused  by  airiine 
overscheduling,  such  as  that  experienced  at  Logan  Airport 
in  1993.  Since  1993,  regional  earners  operations  at 
Logan  Airport  have  declined  by  25  percent  through  mari<et 
mechanisms  without  any  intervention  by  Massport.  Massport 
has  developed  an  action  plan  as  described  in  Section  4.5  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to  address 
overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  Airport. 

Refer  to  Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
summary  of  existing  ground  access  projects  that  will  benefit 
the  regional  airports  and  to  Appendix  B  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  summary  of  environmental  impacts  of  the 
regional  airports. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.87.  Massport  is  not  aware 

of  any  state  initiatives  to  re-examine  the  suitability  of 

Fort  Devens.  The  development  at  T.F.  Green/Providence  and 

Manchester  airports  and  Massport's  role  in 

Worcester  Regional  Airport  have  superceded  the  need  for  a 

second  airport. 

The  regionalization  of  aviation  in  the  eastem  Massachusetts, 
Rhode  Island,  and  New  Hampshire  region  is  undera/ay.  The 
T.F.  Green/Providence  and  Manchester  airports  are 
experiencing  tremendous  growth  in  passenger  volume 
because  of  the  entry  and  expansion  of  low  fare  earners  such 
as  Southwest  Airiines,  MetroJet.  and  Delta  Express.  This 
strong  growth  at  the  regional  airports  should  relieve 
traffic  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport,  both  currently  and 
well  into  the  future.  On  January  15,  2000,  Massport  assumed 
the  operational  control  of  Worcester  Regional  Airport,  located 
west  of  Boston,  in  an  effort  to  establish  a  third  significant 
regional  airport  for  accommodating  future  growth  in  air  travel 
demand.  While  these  developments  are  important, 
improvements  at  Logan  Airport  are  an  equally  cntical  element 
of  the  regional  transportation  strategy  and  would  produce 
immediate  benefits  for  area  travelers.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  the  role  of 
options  to  Logan  Airport  and  steps  Massport  has  taken  to 
foster  increased  use  of  these  alternatives. 

The  delay  analysis  presented  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  cleariy 
indicates  that  delays  will  increase  in  the  future  if 
Runway  14/32  is  not  built.  Section  1.2  of  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  Section  1.5  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  discuss  the  importance  of  Logan  Airport  to  the 
regional  economy.  Refer  also  to  Section  4.6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  the  delays  that 
would  occur  under  future  scenanos  if  no  actions  were  taken, 
and  the  delay  reduction  benefits  of  the  Preferred  Alternative'. 
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Code     Topic  1 

37.100  Alternatives 


37.101  Regional 

Transportation 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


Regional 
Airports 


37.102  Regional 

Transportation 


Regional 
Airports 


37.103  Alternatives 


37.104  Regional 

Transportation 


Runway  14/32 


Regional 
Airports 


Comment 

The  runway  is  a  violation  of  Massporf  s  commitments  that 
[air]  traffic  at  Logan  would  not  grow. 


The  only  solution  is  for  the  Commonwealth  to  get  serious 
atx)ul  a  regional  solution  to  a  regional  problem.  The  runway 
is  not  a  regional  solution.  It  is  a  short-term  quick  fix  for  an 
agency  that  shows  an  incredible  lack  of  regional  vision.  An 
agency  with  no  long-term  plans  for  what  to  do  after  Logan 
fills  up  again. 


The  Commonwealth  could  capture  economic  growth  that 
will  be  drawn  to  an  alternative  airport  only  if  it  builds  another 
major  airport  to  serve  the  region,  or  expands  existing 
airports  like  Hanscom  Field.  Hanscom  is  in  the  best  position 
to  serve  growing  businesses  along  Routes  128  and  495. 


A  new  mnway  at  Logan  will  only  mean  more  congestion  and 
delays  on  our  highways.  Those  delays  will  mean  lost  time, 
lost  productivity,  and  a  loss  of  quality  of  life. ...  Adding  more 
traffic  to  congested  highways  will  only  weaken  our  quality  of 
life— and  our  regional  economic  advantage. 

Massport  has  no  serious  plans  for  what  to  do  when  Logan 
reaches  its  new  capacity.  And  until  f^assport  gets  senous 
about  a  regional  solution  to  a  regional  problem,  the  people 
of  Boston  cannot  take  Massport's  commitments  seriously  at 
all. 


Response 

Ivlassporl  has  made  no  such  commitment.  The  analysis  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  indicates  that  with  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
IWIassport  can  accommodate  existing  and  foreseeable  future 
demand  efficiently  and  responsibly. 


Regional  initiatives  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  the 
region's  inter-city  transportation  network  have  been  studied 
since  1989.  Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
summarizes  relevant  planning  studies  and  their  major 
conclusions.  A  regional  transportation  strategy  that  includes 
the  expansion  of  regional  airports,  the  development  of  high- 
speed rail,  and  the  construction  of  Runway  14/32  and 
other  infrastmcture  improvements  at  Logan  Airport  has 
evolved  from  these  important  studies.  All  the 
major  improvements  to  the  regional  transportation  system 
have  been  implemented  except  for  improvements  to 
Logan  Airport's  airfield.  The  regional  airports  have  been 
expenencing  tremendous  growth  in  sen/ices  and 
passenger  traffic  since  1996  and  Amtrak  introduced  its 
high-speed  Acela  tram  sen/ice  between  Boston  and 
New  York  in  December  2000,  f\/!assport  considers 
Logan  Airpon  to  be  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 
includes  the  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and 
Worcester  Regional  airports.  Service  development  and 
increased  passenger  traffic  at  these  airports  are  an  important 
part  of  the  region's  long-term  strategy  to  accommodate 
growth  in  air  travel  demand.  While  greater  use  of  the  regional 
airports  and  high-speed  rail  will  provide  relief  to 
Logan  Airport,  the  proposed  Airside  Project  provides  clear 
benefits  at  current,  as  well  as  future,  traffic  levels.  The 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  regional 
transportation  developments  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future 
growth  at  Logan  Airport. 

Because  the  development  of  a  second  major  airport  would 
require  ten  to  15  years  for  site  selection  and  environmental 
review,  in  addition  to  a  multi-year  constoiction  period,  this 
option  is  not  viewed  as  a  solution  to  accommodating  forecast 
demand  over  the  next  20  years.  Hanscom  Field's  potential 
service  area  overlaps  with  the  sen/ice  areas  for 
several  airports  that  already  have  the  necessary 
infrastmcture  for  commercial  sen/ice.  These  airports  are  the 
Hanscom  Field.  T.F.  Green/Providence,  and  Worcester 
Regional,  all  which  have  had  or  are  undergoing  major 
improvements  to  their  terminal  buildings,  other  landside 
facilities  and  airfields. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  is  not  expected  to  lead  to  an 
increase  in  passenger  demand,  and  therefore,  it  will  have 
no  effect  on  congestion  or  delays  on  Boston  area  highways. 
Refer  to  section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.101. 
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Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 


37.105 

ncyiuiidi  ncgionai 
Transportation  Airports 

The  most  serious  delays  at  Logan  are  caused  by  the  lack  of 
attractive  alternative  airports  in  greater  Boston  for  airlines 
and  consumers.  Without  appealing  alternative  options,  more 
traffic  will  continue  to  go  to  Logan.  But  Logan  can  only 
accommodate  so  much. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.94. 

37.106 

Ground           Access  to 
Transportation     Logan  Airport 

More  traffic  at  Logan  will  only  mean  more  cars,  tmcks  and 
shuttle  buses  on  our  congested  highways  and  urban  road 
system. 

Refer  to  section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

37.107 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

\  For  years,  Massport  planners  have  talked  about  relieving 
congestion  at  Logan  by  building  a  second  major  airport  or 
expanding  the  use  of  the  state's  regional  airports  in 
Worcester  and  New  Bedford  ...  Yet.  after  years  of  talk  and 
so-called  plans,  Worcester  and  New  Bedford  cany  the 
lowest  number  of  passengers  of  all  of  New  England's  ten 
largest  regional  airports. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.102. 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent 
to  Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in 
Section  6.8  of  the  SuoDlemental  DEIS/FFIR  Pnhlir  hpalth 
Status  reports  were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston:  however, 
comparable  public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the 
Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and 
Winthrop.  A  review  of  the  available  information  did  not 
indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to 
Logan  Airport. 

37.108 

Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 

1  am  concemed  that  the  f^assachusetts  Port  Authority,  the 
US  Transportation  Department  and  the  FAA  Logan  Airside 
Improvements  Planning  Project,  DEIR/DEIS,  have  not  taken 
into  consideration  the  health  of  Boston  residents  in  their 
Logan  Airport  expansion  plan.  This  is  particularly  wonisome 
because  of  the  potential  impact  on  some  of  the  City's  most 
vulnerable  subpopulations  who  are  already 
disproportionately  affected  by  negative  environmental 
factors.  Furthermore,  the  failure  to  consider  such  matters 
appears  to  be  out  of  compliance  with  President  Clinton's 
Executive  Order  12898. 

37.109 

Alternatives       Preferred  Alter 
native 

The  DEIR/DEIS  claims  that  environmental  impacts  resulting 
from  emissions,  noise  and  odor  are  negligible  or  within 
established  state  and  federal  guidelines/ standards.  We 
question  this  conclusion. 

Refer  to  Section  5.2.4  and  Section  5.4. 1  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  the  federal  threshold  for  noise 
compatibility  standards  for  residential  land  uses  and  the  state 
and  federal  air  quality  standards.  Also,  refer  to  Section  6.2 
and  Section  6.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  noise  and  air  quality  impacts,  respectively, 
of  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative  relative  to  federal  and  state 
standards. 

37.110 

Noise 

Sound 
Insulation 

The  DEIR/DEIS  proposes  to  use  soundproofing  to  mitigate 
noise  impacts  in  certain  neighbortioods.  The  process  of 
soundproofing  residences  and  businesses  can  create 
indoor  air  quality  problems. . .  .There  is  no  acknowledgement 
of  such  secondary  impacts  in  the  DEIR/DEIS. 

Sound  insulation  is  a  widely  accepted  and  popular  form  of  noise 
mitigation.  Neither  f\/lassport  nor  the  FAA  is  aware  of  secondary 
impacts  that  would  alter  the  recommended  practice. 

37.111 

Noise  Studies 

Noise  and  odor  impacts  have  been  associated  in  some 
studies  with  decreased  learning  and  increased  aggression. 
In  Boston's  neighbortioods  affected  by  the  redirection  and 
new  traffic  which  will  result  from  this  project,  decreased 
teaming  and  Increased  aggression  are  issues  of  concern 
which  should  also  be  addressed. 

There  is  no  consensus  of  these  effects  within  the 
scientific  community.  Massport  will  continue  its  attempts  to 
reduce  instances  of  highest  noise  exposure  first.  The 
greatest  benefit  of  Runway  14/32  would  be  the  reduction  of 
noise  to  those  most  impacted  by  noise.  It  would  shift 
/o,L/uu  niyinb  uver  wdier,  wniie  reuucing  loiai  numoeroi 
nighttime  flights. 

37.112 

Public  Health  Effects 

The  BPHC  (Boston  Public  Health  Commission)  strongly 
recommends  that  fwlassport,  the  US  Transportation 
Department  and  the  F/VA  commission  the  appropriate 
studies  that  will  document  whether  or  not  there  are  real 
health  impacts  on  affected  Boston  neighborhoods 
associated  with  the  proposed  Logan  project. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37. 1 5. 
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Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


37.113    Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.114     Environmental     Blue  Ribbon 
Review  Panel 
Process 


37.115    Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.116    Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.117    Purpose  and  Delay 
Need 


Comment 

There  needs  to  be  a  regional  approach  to  resolving  the 
cun-ent  problems  at  Logan  Airport.  We  fimily  believe  that  ttie 
solution  to  these  problems  cannot  be  solved  solely  by 
improving  conditions  only  at  Logan. ...  In  our  opinion,  both  the 
State  and  Federal  governments  have  the  obligation  to  devise 
a  strategy  to  encourage  and  to  ensure  that  a  much  higher 
percentage  of  the  burden  at  Logan  is  relieved  by  regional 
commercial  airports. 


We  want  to  express  our  support  of  the  proposal  of  Mayor 
Menino  that  an  independent  commission,  or  "blue  nbtion 
panel"  be  established  to  study  objectively  the  opportunities 
for  regional  air  traffic  improvements  and  the  environmental 
and  economic  impact  of  further  expansion  at  Logan. 

We  support  the  Mayor's  suggestion  that  a  regional  New 
England  Port  Authonty  be  established  to  implement  a 
regional  transportation  strategy,  replacing  the  limited  focus 
of  Masspoit. 

Regional  airports  offer  a  highly  feasible  resource  to  attract  a 
large  proportion  of  demand  from  Logan.  Manchester  and 
T.F.  Green  Airports,  for  example,  already  are  demonstrating 
their  ability  to  act  as  mapr  alternatives  to  Logan ...  We  are 
especially  pleased  that  Massport  recently  announced  plans 
to  take  over  operations,  and  eventually  ownership,  at 
Worcester  Muniapal  Airport.  This  is  a  first  step  in  the  nght 
direction  to  develop  a  regional  solution  to  Logan's  capacity 
and  delay  problems.  In  the  meantime,  we  strongly  urge 
Massport  to  put  the  same  energy  in  promoting  and 
developing  the  use  of  Worcester  as  an  alternative  to  Logan 
as  It  has  in  developing  the  Airside  Improvements  Project 


We  believe  that  the  delay  data  and  analysis  used  by 
Massport  to  support  its  proposals,  especially  the  new 
Runway  14/32,  is  highly  questionable  and  overstates  the 
actual  problem. 


Response 

Since  1990,  there  have  been  several  studies  that  have 
recommended  regional  initiatives  to  improve  the  efficiency  of 
the  region's  inter-city  transportation  network.  These  studies 
reflect  the  cooperation  of  federal,  state  and 
local  transportation  agencies  and  stakeholders.  Section  2.9  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  summarizes  relevant  regional 
planning  studies  and  their  conclusions.  All  studies  have 
concluded  that  the  Proposed  Runway  14/32  and  the  other 
airside  improvement  projects  at  Logan  Airport,  along  with 
increased  use  of  the  regional  airports,  including 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and  Worcester  Regional 
airports,  and  high-speed  rail  services,  are  necessary  for 
accommodating  the  region's  future  inter-city  air  travel 
demand.  Refer  to  discussion  of  the  role  of  regional 
alternatives  and  steps  Massport  has  taken  to  foster  increased 
use  of  these  alternatives  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37. 1 . 


This  is  a  matter  for  the  United  States  Congress  and  individual 
state  legislatures. 


Massport  considers  Logan  Airport  to  be  part  of  a 
regional  system  of  airports  that  includes  the 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports.  Sen/ice  developments  and 
increased  traffic  at  these  airports  are  a  component  of  the 
region's  long-term  strategy  to  accommodate  passengers  and 
activity  growth.  By  its  agreement  to  assume 
operational  responsibility  and  the  eventual  ownership  of 
Worcester  Regional  Airport,  Massport  is  working  to  increase 
air  services  at  Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  its  role  in 
accommodating  air  travel  demand  generated  in  communities 
west  of  1-95  and  1-495.  Greater  use  of  the  regional  airports 
will  relieve  traffic  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport,  but  will 
not  eliminate  the  need  for  the  Airside  Project. 

The  FAA  consistently  rates  Logan  Airport  as  one  of  the 
most  delay-prone  airports  in  the  United  States. 
Logan  Airporfs  estimated  annual  delay  hours  are  over 
five  times  the  FAA's  threshold  of  20.000  hours  for  a 
severely  delayed  airport.  The  FAA  Technical  Center  simulated 
Logan  Airport  operations  in  1 992  and  estimated  that  when 
activity  reached  504,000  annual  operations,  total  delay  would 
exceed  260,000  hours  per  year.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
forecasts  delays  to  increase  to  157,500  hours  per  year  when 
annual  operations  reach  510,000  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet 
scenario.  The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  compares  the 
FAA  Technical  Center  delay  estimates  with  those  of  the 
Airside  Project  modeling.  The  FAA  has  concluded  that  the 
Airside  Project  delays  represent  "a  plausible  and  conservative 
estimate". 
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Code     Topic  1 

37.118  Delay 


Topic  2 

Model 


37.119  Noise 


37.120  Noise 


Studies 


37.121  Alternatives 


Other  Non- 

Constnjction 

Alternatives 


37.122  Noise 


PRAS 


Comment 

We  believe  ttiat  Massporf's  analysis  basically  is  flawed  for 
several  reasons.  First  Massport  chose  to  develop  its  own 
model.  Further,  Massport  based  its  model  on  data  from 
1993,  a  peak  year  for  delay  at  Logan,  rather  than  averaging 
several  years  of  data. ...  FAA  statistics  on  delay  at  Logan 
since  1993  have  indicated  an  approximate  19  percent 
decrease  in  delays  between  1993  and  1998, ...  In  sum,  we 
feel  that  the  data  and  methodology  used  by  Massport  to 
calculate  existing  and  future  delay  do  not  realistically  portray 
the  nomial  operation  of  a  major  U.S.  airport  and  overstate  a 
problem  in  order  to  support  a  pre-conceived  program  of 
airside  improvements. 


Studies  I  Prior  to  the  construction  of  the  proposed  improvements,  we 

recommend  that  f^assport  conduct  a  Federal  Aviation 
Regulations  (FAR)  part  150  noise  compatibility  study,  which 
would  set  forth  measures  to  be  taken  by  Massport  to  reduce 
incompatibility  in  land  uses  and  prevent  additional 
incompatible  land  uses  in  the  vicinity  of  Logan  Airport. 


Response 

Massport  developed  or  modified  various  models  used  in  this 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  to  account  fortoily  unique  aspects  of 
this  project.  For  example,  no  other  airport  in  the  worid  has  a 
runway  advisory  system  as  sophisticated  as  PRAS;  no  other 
airport  in  the  worid  has  adapted  an  existing  noise  prediction 
model  to  account  for  over-water  sound  propagation  (to  the 
extent  it  is  a  problem  at  other  locations,  it  has  been  ignored); 
and  no  other  airport  in  the  worid  has  addressed  the  noise  from 
aircraft  taxi  movements  in  as  comprehensive  a  manner  as  this. 
The  FAA  and  Massport  believe  the  resulting  analyses 
presented  in  Chapter  4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  are 
thus  more  infomiative  than  they  would  be  using  only  standard 
models.  Separately,  the  existing  environment  has  been  updated 
in  this  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  to  reflect  1998  operations. 


A  Part  150  study,  intum,  would  trigger  an  FAR  part  161 
study  for  a  program  of  noise  abatement  and  restriction, 
which  could  provide  for  a  voluntary  control  of  the  number  of 
flights  to  Logan  through  agreements  between  Massport  and 
the  airiines  serving  the  airport. 


We  believe  that  limiting  or  restricting  uncontrolled  growth  of 
operations  at  Logan  is  imperative  and  could  serve  as  an 
alternative  means  to  reduce  the  cun-ent  and  projected  future 
flight  delays. ...  Eliminating  or  consolidating  flights  to 
provide  higher  load  factors  than  presently  exist  would,  in 
turn,  not  only  reduce  the  number  of  operations  and 
maximize  airiine  revenue,  but  also  result  in  delay  reduction. 


We  feel  tiiat  a  fair  and  equitable  distribution  of  aircraft 
operations  can  be  achieved  through  altemative  measures 
and  without  the  construction  of  a  new  runway.  We 
recommend  that  Massport  officials  wori<  with  FAA  tower 
personnel  to  examine  the  PRAS  program  to  determine 
whether  there  may  be  changes  to  the  program  that  would 
result  in  a  superior  noise  abatement  policy  to  that  currentiy 
in  place. 


Massport  has  implemented  numerous  noise  mitigation 
measures  over  the  years  and  continues  to  pursue  a  variety  of 
innovative  solutions  to  its  noise  problems.  Massport  has  no 
authority  to  direct  land  use  outside  Logan  Airport's  boundaries. 


A  Part  150  study  does  not  necessarily  trigger  a 
Part  161  study.  Massport  has  implemented  numerous  noise 
mitigation  measures  over  the  years  and  continues  to  pursue  a 
vanety  of  innovative  solutions  to  its  noise  problems. 


Federal  constitutional  provisions,  federal  aviation  statutes  and 
regulations,  and  contractual  provisions  related  to 
Federal  Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  prevent 
fwlassport  from  any  control  over  airiine  rates,  routes,  and 
schedules.  Congress  has  specifically  fortDidden 
airport  operators  from  exercising  any  discriminatory  action 
against  any  class  of  airport  users,  fi/lajor  factors  in 
airline  competition  are  frequency  of  sen/ice  and  number  of 
mari<ets  served,  and  Massport  has  no  ability  to  force  airiines 
to  consolidate  or  eliminate  flights  to  influence  load  factor  or 
aircraft  size. 

The  goals  of  the  Airside  Project  are  to  reduce  delay,  increase 
the  airport's  efficiency,  and  improve  airfield  safety  in  an 
environmentally  responsible  manner. 
Unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  also  give  the  controllers 
considerably  more  flexibility  and  allow  them  to  improve 
achievement  of  PRAS  goals,  and  redirect  many  flights  to 
ovenwater  routes.  Dunng  very  high  demand  penods,  the 
controllers  currently  have  little  or  no  flexibility  for 
runway  selection.  The  addition  of  Runway  14/32  would  be  the 
single  most  important  mechanism  to  achieve 
equitable  geographic  distnbution  of  aircraft  operations. 
Massport  and  the  FAA  are  committed  to  the  PRAS  system 
and  have  been  making  improvements  since  1982. 
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Code 

37.123 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2  Comment 

Runway  14/32,     [In  companng  Preferred  Alternative  1 A  vs.  Alternatives  2 
Peak  Penod       and  3]  (o)nly  under  the  37.5  million  Low  Fleet  scenario, 
Pricing  where  non-jet,  commuter  operations  represent  a  smaller 

share  of  the  fleet  sen/ing  Logan,  would  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  alleviate  a  greater  share  of  the  delay.  Thus,  If 
a  High  Fleet  scenario  develops  at  Logan,  the  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  becomes  more  of  a  hindrance  and  is  no 
longer  effective  without  additional  mitigation  measures. 


4 


37.124    Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


37.125  Noise 


Runway  14/32 


This  analysis  also  points  to  another  problem.  Since  the  High 
Fleet  assumes  a  mix  with  significant  regional  operations  at 
Logan,  an  improvement  could  only  occur  if  there  is  a 
sutKtantial  transfer  of  the  regional  operations  from  Logan  to 
other  airports,  as  we  have  recommended  above. 


Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  will  result  in  substantial 
noise  impacts  on  many  of  the  greater  Boston  area 
communities.  ...Overall,  implementation  of  Runway  14/32 
would  widen  the  scope  of  communities  exposed  to  noise 
levels  equal  to  or  greater  than  65  dB  by  2  percent,  over  the 
other  alternatives. 


Response 

Table  4.5-3  in  the  DEIS  shows  that  the  reduction  in  annual 
delay  hours  under  the  29  M  Low  Fleet,  37.5 1^  Low  Fleet,  and 
29  M  High  Feet  scenarios  would  be  greater  with  Runway  14/32 
than  with  PPP.  Under  the  37.5 1^  and  45  M  High  Fleet 
scenanos,  PPP  provides  a  greater  delay  reduction 
(Altemative  1 A  compared  Alternative  3)  but  the  percentage 
delay  reduction  with  the  new  runway  is  greater  than  under  each 
of  the  Low  Fleet  scenanos.  The  results  demonstrate  that 
Runway  14/32  would  provide  benefits  under  all  the 
future  forecasts,  while  the  PPP  benefits  are  much  more 
significant  under  the  High  Fleet  scenanos  than  under  the 
Low  Fleet  scenanos.  The  results  for  the  new  37.5  M  High 
Regional  Jet  Fleet  in  Table  4.7-2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  are  similar  to  those  of  the  Low  Fleet  scenanos  in 
terms  of  the  relative  benefits  of  the  altematives.  Recent  history 
suggests  that  the  Low  Fleet  forecasts  seem  to  represent  the 
more  likely  future  scenano.  If  future  conditions  do  trend  towards 
the  High  Fleet  scenanos,  the  new  runway  would  still  provide 
major  delay  reductions,  and  the  addition  of  PPP  would  further 
help  to  reduce  delays.  This  is  because  the  runway  would 
pnmanly  address  northwest  wind  delays;  while  PPP  addresses 
airline  overscheduling  with  flight  cancellations.  Additional 
analysis  of  PPP  is  set  out  in  Section  4.5  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 

The  fleet  forecasts  address  a  wide  range  of  scenarios,  and 
the  High  Fleet  results  seem  less  probable  given  current 
conditions.  However,  this  does  not  affect  the  benefits  of  the 
proposed  runway  Runway  14/32  would  reduce  delays  by  at 
least  27  percent  under  any  of  the  fleet  conditions.  In  all 
cases,  the  delay  reduction  benefits  of  the  runway  would  be 
clearly  substantial. 

Regional  carriers  are  not  likely  to  shift  operations  to 
regional  airports  because  doing  so  would  likely  reduce 
on-board  passengers  and  the  economic  viability  of  the 
sen/ice.  Regional  earners  at  Logan  Airport  carry  a  significant 
number  of  local  passengers  traveling  to  the  City  of  Boston 
and  passengers  connecting  to  other  flights  at  Logan  Airport 
that  are  not  available  from  the  regional  airports.  For  example, 
service  to  Manchester  Airport  would  not  be  a  viable 
altemative  for  a  Provincetown  passenger  traveling  to  a 
location  in  downtown  Boston.  Likewise,  regional  service  to 
T.F.  Green/Providence  Airport  would  not  be  attractive  to  a 
Bangor  passenger  trying  to  reach  Denver,  since  there  are  no 
nonstop  services  between  Providence  and  Denver.  Additional 
analysis  of  PPP  is  set  out  In  Section  4.5  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR 

Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in 
substantial  noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would 
enable  the  air  traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the 
PRAS  goals  and  decrease  the  population  tiiat  is 
most  severely  affected.  For  example,  implementation  of  the 
Preferred  Altemative  will  reduce  the  population  affected  by 
Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  70  dB  by 
four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenano,  by  67  percent 
with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39  percent  with 
the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the  population 
exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater  than  65  dB 
by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for  these 
three  fleet  scenanos,  respectively. 

Refer  to  Section  6.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-12  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
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Code     Topic  1 

37.126  Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


37.127    Alternatives        Runway  14/32 


37.128    Alternatives        Runway  14/32 


37.129 


Comment 

It  is  our  understanding  that  Massport  will  not  agree  to  any 
legally  binding  agreement  to  maintain  the  unidirectionality  of 
this  runway  in  perpetuity. 

We  also  have  some  concerns  with  the  type  of  aircraft  that 
would  use  Runway  14/32. ...  It  appears  that  Massport 
intends  greater  use  of  Runway  14/32  for  larger  jets  than  it 
has  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  having  categorized  the 
runway  as  essentially  a  commuter  mnway. 


Response 


:  Alternatives 

Taxiway 
Improvements 

Alternatives 

Taxiway 

Improvements 

Alternatives 

Reduced 

Approach 

Minimums 

Although  according  to  Massport  the  maximum  available 
capacity  is  120  operations  per  hour  (with  a  3-runway 
configuration),  this  capacity  is  available  only  about  80%  of 
the  year.  With  Runway  14/32,  actual  capacity,  and  thus  the 
number  of  operations,  would  increase  to  more  closely 
approach  100%  use. 

We  seriously  question  the  safety  of  proposing  a  taxiway 
between  two  busy  njnways,  which  we  believe  could  be  a 
problem  for  a  pilot  who.  on  approach  to  either  runway,  is  not 
familiar  with  Logan  Airport  or  when  there  is  extremely  low 
visibility. 

Since  neither  the  FAA  nor  Massport  would  agree  to  limit  the 
number  of  aircraft  which  could  use  the  Centerfield  Taxiway, 
the  number  of  aircraft  which  could  approach  this  end  of  the 
airport  would  be  very  high,  and  would  be  added  to  those 
aircraft  using  Taxiway  November.... Since 
Taxiway  November  is  3,800  feet  in  length,  the  number  of 
aircraft  requesting  pennission  to  use  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  could  nearly  triple.  With  a  large  number 
of  aircraft  using  the  Centerfield  Taxiway,  there  obviously 
would  be  a  substantial  increase  in  noise,  air  pollution,  and 
odor  impacts  on  the  Bayswater  section  of  East  Boston, 
which  is  located  opposite  the  proposed  alignment  of  this 
taxiway.  These  impacts  especially  would  occur  during  the 
summer  months,  when  southwesterly  winds  are  the  most 
common  in  Boston.  Accordingly,  we  would  seriously 
question  Massporf  s  claim  to  air  quality  and  noise  benefits  of 
constructing  the  Centerfield  Taxiway. 


Since  anival  is  the  most  difficult  and  challenging  portion  of  a 
flight,  our  safety  concerns  are  based  on  the  premise  that  the 
poor  weather  conditions  and  reduced  visibility,  which  would 
trigger  the  use  of  these  lower  landing  minima,  would  only 
serve  to  exacerbate  a  pilot's  wori<load  during  the  landing 
procedure.  With  the  high  number  of  residents  living  in  close 
proximity  to  the  touchdown  points  of  these  runways,  we 
believe  that  lowering  the  safety  standards  would  leave 
these  residents  in  peril  and  could  result  in  a  tragedy  at  any 
time... 


Refer  to  Section  8.7  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  Draft 
Section  61  Findings,  and  the  discussion  in  Section  8.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  regarding  enforcement  of 
unidirectionality  of  Runway  14/32. 

Unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  be  principally  used  by 
regional  non-jets,  general  aviation  and  small  jet  aircraft 
capable  of  landing  or  taking  off  in  5,000  feet.  Appendix  E  of 
the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  contains  the  fleet  mix  for 
each  scenario.  Design  Category  C-lll  indicates  the  highest 
approach  speed  and  widest  wingspan  of  the  aircraft  to  use 
the  runway.  Approach  Category  C  includes  those  with  speeds 
from  121  to  140  knots;  Design  Group  III  designates 
wingspans  from  79  to  1 17  feeL  Several  of  the  general 
aviation  and  commuter  aircraft  have  approach  speeds  or 
wingspans  in  these  ranges. 

The  availability  of  unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  provide 
a  third  runway  for  use  during  northwest  wind  conditions.  The 
runway  will  not  increase  the  airfield's  normal  operating 
capacity  of  1 20  operations  per  hour  and  will  not  generate 
additional  aircraft  operations. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  .37.69. 


The  taxiway  improvements  are  designed  to  improve 
ground  movement  efficiency  and  safety,  and  to  reduce  taxiing 
delays;  thereby  reducing  associated  noise  and  emissions. 
When  using  Runways  22LiR  for  departures,  the  Centerfield 
Taxiway  would  provide  an  alternate  taxi  route  for  Runway  22L 
departures  to  bypass  the  queue  for  Runway  22R,  thereby 
reducing  taxiway  congestion  and  associated  noise  and 
emissions.  Runway  22L  departures  represent  less  than 
ten  percent  of  the  total  departures.  Under  existing  conditions, 
aircraft  needing  to  depart  on  Runway  22L  (typically  heavy 
jets,  such  as  747s  with  long  takeoff  distance  requirements) 
must  wait  in  the  queue  on  Taxiway  November  with  aircraft 
departing  on  Runway  22R.  With  the  Centerfield  Taxiway, 
aircraft  departing  on  Runway  22L  could  depart  quickly  after 
reaching  the  ainway  end,  and  the  number  of  aircraft  queuing 
on  Taxiway  November  should  decline.  Also,  the  aircraft  on 
the  Taxiway  November  should  be  smaller,  implying 
lower  noise  and  air  quality  emissions.  With  the  addition  of 
Runway  14/32,  use  of  Runways  22R  and  22L  for  departures 
would  decline. 

Reduced  landing  minimums  provide  for  a  safer  approach  by 
providing  precision  guidance  at  lower  altitudes,  and  thus  a 
safer  approach.  The  reduced  landing  minimums  do  not 
change  the  approach  path  nor  reduce  the  clearance  between 
aircraft  and  the  surface.  Rather,  they  shift  the  location  at 
which  a  missed  approach  decision  is  initiated  closer  to  the 
airport.  For  Runways  27  and  22L,  the  reduced  minimums  will 
make  the  approach  procedures  flown  by  pilots  more 
consistent  with  FAA  standards  in  effect  at  most  other  airports. 
Reduced  landing  minimums  will  increase  airfield  safety  by 
allowing  operations  more  directly  into  the  prevailing  wind  and 
will  help  improve  PRAS  goal  achievement. 
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Code 

37.132 


Topic  1 
Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Reduced 
Approach 
Minimums 


37.133  Alternatives 


37.134  Alternatives 


Taxiway 
Improvements 


Peak  Penod 
Pacing 


37.135  Noise 


Model 


37.136    Ecosystems       Rare  Species 


37.137  Noise 


Impacts 


37.138    Air  Quality 


NAAQS 


Comment 

We  disagree  with  FAA's  assertion  that  lowering  the  landing 
minima  would  result  in  noise  benefits  (or  the  residents  living 
under  the  approach  paths  to  the  subject  mnways. ... 
Lowering  the  landing  minima  potentially  could  result  in 
greater  use  of  these  runways  dunng  poor  weather 
conditions,  exposing  nearby  residents  to  greater  noise 
levels  and  more  frequent  disturbances  than  they  currently 
experience. 


A  number  of  taxiway  improvements  also  are  proposed. .  .in 
order  to  reduce  taxiway  congestion,  enhance  airfield  safety 
and  faalitate  operating  efficiencies. ...  Since  these 
improvements  are  designed  to  enhance  airfield  safety  by 
eliminating  confusing  or  problematic  alignments  and 
intersections,  we  support  their  implementation  at  this  time. 

Massport  has  eliminated  [peak  penod  pncing]  based  on  a 
claim  that  airline  over-scheduling  is  not  cunently  a  problem 
at  Logan.  .  . and  is  not  projected  to  be  a  problem  in  the  near 
future...  We  do  not  agree  with  these  conclusions, 
particularly  since  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  acknowledges  that 
under  long-term  High  Fleet  scenanos  "peak  penod  pncing 
could  provide  meaningful  delay  tDenefils  by  reducing  airline 
over-scheduling  that  emerges  as  a  contributor  to  Logan 
delays  within  these  flights"  (emphasis  added). 

Page  5-34  (top  paragraph)  -  One  could  question  the  use  of 
modeled  runway  use  rather  than  actual  effective  ojnway 
usage  in  the  noise  analysis;  does  this  not  distort  the 
analysis? 


Page  5-61  -  Construction  of  the  Centerfield  Taxiway  will 
displace  the  nesting  sites  of  the  upland  sandpiper,  a  State- 
listed  endangered  species.  The  Massport  mitigation  plan 
proposes  to  relxate  these  birds  off-site  to  Cape  Cod.  One 
could  question  whether  a  more  local  site  would  be  more 
appropnate. 

Page  6-43  (Tables  6.2-14  and  6.2-1 5)  -  The  differences 
between  alternatives  are  not  significant  or  are  imperceptible. 
(Similarly  wflth  Tables  6.2-22  to  6.2-29) 


Page  6-82  -  6-83  (Tables  6.3-10  -  6.3-14)  -  The  air  quality 
differences  among  the  alternatives  is  not  significant. 


Response 

With  the  proposed  reduced  minimums,  the  percentage  of 
equivalent  jet  arnval  operations  would  decrease  by 
0.4  percent  on  Runway  4  and  increase  by  0.2  percent  on 
Runway  15  and  0,1  percent  on  Runway  22L.  These 
small  increases  in  arnval  operations  would  not  have  a 
measurable  effect  on  the  Day-Night  Sound  Levels  under  the 
approaches.  Additionally,  most  of  the  neighborhoods  now 
exposed  to  the  higher  noise  levels  from  power-up  would 
expenence  reductions  up  to  10  dB  because  the  proposed 
reduced  minimums  would  shift  the  location  of  the  missed 
approach  decision  toward  the  airport  beyond  most  of  the 
neighbors. 

Comment  noted. 


Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.26. 


The  only  way  to  estimate  future  noise  impacts  is  by  modeling 
the  airfield  operations  and  runway  use.  The 
same  assumptions  used  in  analyzing  the  future  scenarios 
were  also  applied  to  the  analysis  for  1993  to  demonstrate  the 
effects.  The  discussion  on  page  5-34  of  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  points  out  the  two  mam  differences:  (1)  runway 
use  in  the  model  is  based  on  the  best  attempt  to  meet  PRAS 
goals;  (2)  year-to-year  weather  vanations  are  smoothed  out 
by  averaging  across  ten  years  of  Logan  Airport  weather 
observations.  The  1993  analysis  depicts  what  would  have 
occuned  if  the  Enhanced  PRAS  had  been  installed  and  its 
recommendations  followed  that  year,  and  if  the  weather  in 
1993  had  been  the  same  as  the  average  for  1981-90. 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  37.53. 


Typically,  changes  in  Day-Night  Sound  Levels  of  0  to  2  dB  may 
be  perceived  and  changes  of  2  to  5  dB  are  generally  perceived, 
while  changes  of  more  than  5  dB  are  likely  to  cause  a  change 
in  community  reaction.  By  these  guidelines,  differences 
between  alternatives  may  be  perceived  as  small,  but  they  occur 
at  the  highest  exposure  levels  existing  around  Logan  Airport 
and  are  therefore  important  to  mitigate. 

No  alternatives  violate  the  NAAOS.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
shows  better  air  quality  results  than  the  other  alternatives. 
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37.139 

1  Soil/Sediment 

Reuse/ 

Disposal 

Options 

Page  6-100  (Table  6.6-1)  -  There  are  errors  in  the  mean  for 
arsenic,  chromium,  and  lead  (see  Table  5.6-2,  Page  5-74). 

There  is  no  error  between  the  two  tables.  The  mean  values 
for  the  referenced  parameters  differ  only  as  a  result  of 
rounding.  The  two  Governors  Island  soil  characterization 
tables  are  not  repeated  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  since 
that  material  will  be  removed  from  the  airfield,  as  pari  of  an 
unrelated  project,  before  initiation  of  any  Airside  Project 
construction.  Section  5.7.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
describes  that  action. 

37.140 

Construction 

Noise 

j  Page  6-117  (Nighttime  Constmction)  -  Nighttime  constmction 
;  is  scheduled  for  Runway  14/32,  the  Centerfield  Taxiway, 
Taxiway  November,  and  possibly  elsewhere.  The  impact  on 
the  adjacent  East  Boston  community  (Jeffries  Point,  etc.) 
needs  to  be  addressed  (should  construction  proceed). 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  includes  an  analysis  of 
nighttime  construction  noise  in  potentially  affected  residential 
areas.  All  increases  in  noise  associated  with  construction  of 
the  Preferred  Altemative  improvements  are  less  than  5  dB, 
the  Federal  standard  for  a  finding  of  "no  impact".  Refer  to 
Section  6.9.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

37.141 

Constaiction 

Traffic 

Page  123  -  Barging,  rather  than  trucking,  should  be 
considered  for  the  removal  of  earth  from  the  airport  (also, 
barging  in  soil  and  construction  materials)  to  reduce 
constaiction  vehicle  traffic. 

The  number  of  construction  vehicles  for  the  Airside  Project 
has  been  reduced  as  a  result  of  the  reduction  in  the  amount 
of  soil  material  that  will  need  to  be  removed  from  the  airport. 
These  construction  vehicles  represent  less  than  0.2  percent 
of  the  total  traffic  volume  of  the  regional  highway  system.  All 
contractors  will  be  reauired  to  ii"??  rlp<;innatpri  tmrk  rnntoc 
Barging  of  materials  would  not  be  practical  since 
disposal  locations  for  the  excavated  soil  matenal  and  existing 
asphalt  to  be  removed  from  the  site,  as  well  as  the  sources  of 
paving  matenals  to  be  brought  on-site,  will  vary  and  are 
unlikely  to  be  near  coastal  waters. 

37.142  : 

Errata 

Page  8.5  (Figure  8.2-1)  -  This  Figure  is  incorrect  (actually  it 
is  the  same  as  Figure  8.2-2). 

The  correct  data  for  this  figure  can  be  found  in  Table  4.5-1  on 
Page  4-29  of  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR. 

Letter  36:  City  of  Boston,  Honorable  Mayor  Thomas  M.  Menino 


Charles  C.  Yancey 


Boston  City  Councillor 


April  26,  1999 


LETTER  38 


Mr.  Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
Executive  OflBce  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20*  floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

I  -  writmg  to  strongly  oppose  Masspoct's  ,4/32  Runway  Expansion  Proposal 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  BurSS^SlS  1^""T  '"^''"^  '"'P^^' 
ambient  contaminants  will  disparately  impaa  the  n^^^-    .'^.'^  '^"""^      cumulative  no.se  and 
While  these  unpacts  have  bee^TJwL'gSfn  cC^^^^       'TlT'  ^'^^^-^^  Boston. 
Report/Statement  (DEIR/DEIS)  a  r^^,\^^^x  °^  Envuomnental  Impact 

H^thm  the  65  dec.^1  con,o^tro^"^7^:^T         .  Y"^P°«  ^  ^o  prcv.de  soun'^proofing 
bmldmg  code.  T^,  Masspon  exp^fon^rre^^^^^^^^^  "'"^  ^-P'' 

property  owners  frequenUy  do  noYhave  tTme^Th^n^  ^P^^''      d.scnm.nato,y.  Uw  mcome 
DEIRADEIS  offers  a  dismissive  discussion  oTS^iie  C^       ^'"^"^     '°  '^^^^  Section  8.7  of  the 
compliance  with  Executive  Order  S  il^ml  -"'  ^'"'^"^    environmental  justice  and 

enviromnental  justice  policy,  which^^ds  TxT'^  '°       "'^  ^^^ance  o 

Logan  E.xpansion  adeq^te.  sS^^^^^^^^^  J^'^-  "—er.  if  your  office  finds 

knowingly  violate  Tide  VI  of  the  Civil  S  AcT^f  1964  ^"^      '"^  ^^^^  ^^encies  ^viU 

has  ailed  to  offer  mitigations  to  anv  buS^n?J„^^Sc  ° °"  ^"^^ 
Roxbury.  Mattapa.  East  Boston,  the  South  E^' S^^'^TCVZ'i:^^^ 

SSmI^ ^.'-e  Of  their  prefect  repon  to  complv  with  ^e 
may  impose  on  low-.ncome  Boston  rLrde^u  ^h^  onlff  """^  ^  "--av 


Charles  C  Yanc 

Boston  City  Coun,  

President.  Xauonal  Bl6ck  Caucus  o 
Local  Elected  Ojficials 


Ter(6?7)  "Is  '^^^^  •  •  Massachusetts 

lei..  (617)  635-3131      FAX:  (617)  723-1258  OR  635-4470 


02201 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  38 
City  of  Boston 
Boston  City  Councillor  Charles  Yancey 


Topic  1 


Comment 


...[DJetailed  analytic  data  reveal  that  cumulative  noise  and 
ambient  contaminants  will  disparately  impact  the 
predominately  low-income  neightx)rtioods  of  Boston.  While 
these  impacts  have  been  acknowledged  in  Chapter  6  of  the 
Draft  Environmental  Report/Statement  (DEIR/DEIS),  a 
regulatory  loophole  allows  Massport  not  to  provide 
soundproofing  within  the  65  decibel  contour  and  other 
mitigation  to  residential  property  which  do  not  comply  with 
building  code.  The  Massport  expansion  and  the  regulatory 
loophole  are  discnminatory.  Low  income  property  owners 
frequently  do  not  have  the  means  to  bring  their  property  up 
to  code. 


Response 

Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels  have 
been  reported  in  Logan  Airport's  vanous  GEIRs  and 
Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  close-in 
locations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1996  through 
modification  of  source  levels  to  better  account  for  over-water 
sound  propagation  and  apparent  use  of  higher  engine  power 
settings  than  are  nomially  assumed  in  the  noise  model's 
database  (Refer  to  Appendix  F  of  the  Logan  Airport  1996 
Annual  Update).  In  1 998,  differences  between  measured  and 
modeled  noise  became  even  less  when  Massport  upgraded  its 
monitonng  system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by 
aircraft  -  a  metnc  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure 
levels  predicted  by  the  noise  model.  At  sites  having  exposure 
levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this  improvement  to  the  monitoring 
system  brought  measured  and  modeled  DNL  values  to  w/ithin 
0.2  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to  Chapter  6  of  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)).  Massport  continues  to 
investigate  possible  causes  for  remaining  differences  (such  as 
from  hill  effects)  and  continues  to  pursue  FAA  approval  of  noise 
model  adjustments  that  would  permit  expansion  of  its  sound 
insulation  program  to  include  the  effects  of  terrain. 
Nevertheless,  Massport  continues  to  believe  that  the  FAA's 
INM  noise  model  used  in  the  Airside  Project  noise  analyses 
accurately  represents  expected  noise  exposure. 
Noise  was  found  to  be  the  only  adverse  impact  from  the 
Prefen-ed  Alternative  with  the  potential  for  Environmental 
Justice  impacts.  Additional  demographic  analysis  of  the  noise- 
affected  areas  was  conducted  to  determine  if  minority  and/or 
low-income  populations  would  be  disproportionately  affected. 
This  analysis  found  that  there  is  no  high  and  adverse 
disproportionate  impact  caused  by  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income  or 
minonty  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  minonty, 
compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minonty  population  of 
38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within  the 
65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  associated 
with  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative  includes  a  predominately 
Hispanic  neighbortiood  in  Chelsea  which  is  predicted  under 
worst  case  assumptions  to  expenence  an  increase  of  0.6  dB  or 
less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change  is  not  a  significant 
adverse  impact.  The  minonty  and  low-income  populations  in 
South  Boston  and  East  Boston  affected  by  the  Pretended 
Altemative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are  almost  identical  to  the 
No  Action  Altemative.  The  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the 
Pretenred  Alternative  does  not  extend  into  Jamaica  Plain, 
Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the  increased  noise 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be  provided  to  affected 
communities  in  the  form  of  residential  sound  insulation. 


Letter  38:  City  of  Boston,  Boston  City  Councillor  Charles  Yancey 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Comment 

It  is  clear  that  if  we  build  the  new  runway,  we  are  going  to 
increase  traffic  on  runway  27.  Massport  has  failed  to  offer 
mitigations  to  any  burdens  that  may  be  placed  on 
community  residents  in  Dorchester,  Roxbury.  f\/lattapan. 
East  Boston,  the  South  End,  Chelsea,  Winthrop  and 
Somen/ille. 


38.3       Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Region  I  alternatives  to  the  Massport  plan,  such  as 
providing  incentives  to  attract  air  traffic  away  from 
Logan  Airport  to  Worcester,  Providence,  Rl,  and 
Manchester,  New  Hampshire,  require  further  analysis. 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  indicates  that  the~ 
Preferred  Alternative  would  promote  njnway  use  in  a  manner 
that  IS  more  consistent  with  annual  PRAS  goals.  The  PRAS 
goals  were  established  after  community  input  in  the  1980s. 
The  goal  of  PRAS  was  to  distnbute  noise  equitably,  based  on 
demographic  considerations. 

Chapter  8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  summanzes 
Massport's  proposed  project-specific  mitigation  program 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  including: 

Runway  14/32  would  be  designed,  constructed,  and  operated 
to  handle  over-water  operations  only  (unidirectional). 
Massport  would  seek  to  construct  Runway  14/32  to  reflect 
unidirectional  use. 

To  the  extent  that  federal  regulations  permit  and  that  funding 
is  available,  the  proposed  sound  insulation  program  will 
include:  (i)  not  only  all  residences  that  fall  within  the 
Preferred  Alternative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level  contour 
when  compared  to  the  Airside  Project's 
No  Action  Altemative's  65  dB  Day-Night  Sound  Level 
contour,  and  also  (ii)  Massport  and  the  FAA  will  continue  to 
sound  insulate  and  work  to  complete  the  current  2-year 
sound  insulation  program  as  presented  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR.  For  the  eligible  residences,  the  FAA  will  fund 
building  code  upgrades,  to  the  extent  necessary,  to 
implement  sound  insulation  improvements. 

Section  2.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  discusses 
passenger  and  activity  growth  at  the  regional  airports  and 
their  effect  on  Logan  Airport's  projected  passenger  and 
activity  levels.  With  regard  to  ndership  projections  on 
Amtrak's  high-speed  rail,  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR 
described  in  detail  the  best  current  information.  No  updated 
projections  are  available.  Refer  to  Appendix  B  for  Amtrak's 
letter  stating  that  no  revised  ndership  estimates  are  available. 

No  alternatives  violate  the  NAAQS.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
shows  better  air  quality  results  than  the  other  alternatives. 

The  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  reports  on 
Massport's  Alternative  Fuels  Vehicle  program  and  on 
Massport's  efforts  to  encourage  the  use  of  alternative  fuel 
vehicles. 


Logan  Airport  is  part  of  a  regional  system  of  airports  that 

includes  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Worcester  Regional  and 
Manchester  airports.  Massport  has  long  recognized  that 
sen/ice  development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  passenger  and  activity  growth. 
Massport  has  actively  encouraged  the  development  of 
regional  airports  and  use  of  other  options,  including 
high-speed  rail  to  Logan  Airport's  largest  market.  New  York. 
Regional  service  was  examined  in  Chapter  2  of  the  Airside 
Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  This 
analysis  supports  the  conclusion  that  greater  use  of  the 
regional  airports  will  provide  passengers  within  the  service 
area  of  such  airports  with  a  viable  alternative  to 
Logan  Airport,  Since  demand  within  Logan  Airport's  pnmary 
service  area  will  remain  strong,  the  improvements  at  other 
regional  airports  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  airside 
projects  at  Logan  Airport. 


Letter  38:  City  of  Boston,  Boston  City  Councillor  Charles  Yancey 


Pajj.X  Scapicchi,,B„s,„„ci^  council 

New  City  Hall  •  One  Citv  h<.ii  c 

6 1 7-635-3200  ^  ^  ^^"^ '  ^^^"^  Massachusetts  02201 

FAX:  617-635-4203 

LETTER  39 

Roben  A.  Durand 

100  Cambndge  Street.  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 


Dear  Mr.  Durand, 


presented  by  Massachuse's  Pon  Au  htn'tyTp't^^^^^^  ^^J-'  - 

inadequate  and  full  of  shoncomings  It  sZImT        .  *^  DEIS/DEIR  to  be 

study.  ""S'-  "  ^•'""W  be  rejected  as  a  shonsighted  and  limited 

reascnabtX  ^  ""^'"^^^    *^  '-k  of 

Hnviron^enta,  Pol.cy  Aet.  S^^t^^eTrDElSTo'^^^ 
objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable  altemativlrlH  f„   ,.         "Jorously  explore  and 
eliminated  from  detailed  smdv  bri^flv  H        '  f       ^Hematives  which  were 
eliminated.  No Di^^sionar'^uf^f    ""'     '^'^"'^  h^"ng been 

included.  1  qutsdonXto  Ma^snTr,      not  comidered  in  the  DEIS/dIiR"  was 
which  addreLlter^anv       h^re  'o^^^^^^^^^  '^02.1  and  1502.14 

would  aVo,d  or  ni.n.m.ze  ad  ersr,,"pa  ts  "'  '"T'"' 

environment."  I  am  not  aware  of  aZ^h  '  "''"'^  h"n,an 

ngorously  explored  and  ^e  ,v  "  v    aTe^'^Mar"'?;"  ""^^^'^^  ^ 
.reatmenl  ,o  each  altemanve  con.de     i     tluded";" a^^ 

n>ust  not  accept  a  DEIS/DEIR  that  does  not  ^^:^l::::Z^^ZZt::J::. 

capacity  and  stimulate  demand  YerMasscTrt  w^ntf  r"''  '""^^^ 
impacts  separately.  TTie  cumulatfvf  impacts  of  ""'""'^  '^"^'"^^  ^'^^i^e 

taken  into  account.  Massport  unte^es  25  be 
problems  at  Logan  by  usine  its  own  '  oH  j     ?  °^»'=t«ing  the  delay 

model  for  the  aftpo/siri!  ^ ZTa  3    ;:e3^^^^^^^^  ^P^™-"  ^^0° 

to  the  availability  of  Enhanced  PRAS  (EP^sT  I      ^  how  recent  improvement  due 

that  the  delay  situation  at  Logan  h^^t^pfo^d  L  ris'sl'^^  °"  'T''  ''"^^ 

FAA  reported  delay  for  1 998  w^c  i  »o/  V         ^'"'^^  ^      and  is  holding  steady.  "Hie 
theDEIS/DEIR.         mplle m  ^1^:^^^^^^^  ™s  is  not  reflected  in 

improvements  proposed  m  this  DEIS/^EIR        "  ^''^'"^ 


capacity,  related  aiport  TOe  MI^/^fTT  '"^^"^ 

There  are  also  no  economicSvses  „?fj  "°' ^  ^^'V^''^- 

No.se  related  eosls  and  Z2s  Z,Z  u  ""^""^  altemalives. 

.ha,  res.,,  ,n  ,„ereases  orra:Ltl'titffttrs:' 

.ha,  ,he  proposed  runway  w.rbe  u  ed  onlv^  I?    1  T"'""  ^^^P°"  -P°"^ 

large  je,ssueh  as  Boeing  737  s  N^c  nc  o/  r^^^^ 

ranway  and  surely  will  use  it. "^"""'^ 

to  use  the 

assoc,atL'::.u^or^trof~?;3tir 

DEIS/DEIR  does  not  sufficien  l^xn  ore  .hll^  ^^"^y-  The 

construe„on  of  the  runway  X  prXosed  a  r^l,/ °'  P^""^™^  "> 

.em,  a,r  quality  benefiu.  On  he  ote  hl^.  tTrT'"''  """"^  '""S" 
adversely  in,pac,ed  by  odor  fTom°«  ^  ^^ghborhood  will  be 

Project  in^rtS;  youS;:1he  DTrsTEm'::  ^  ''^^^^  ^■"^  '"P— 

further  consideration  due  tofts  deCdenct^"  '"'^ 

long  term  growth  at  Ugan  /Jroon  -^^e  "  "°  ""1  with 

effeettvely^ddress  .t:fpr,rn      LTw^ng^lTr     '"^'l"^"  '° 
Ihis  document.  There  must  be  a  nl,n  '="8™''.      there  is  no  discussion  in 

•raffic  and  passenger  from  llz^  f^joX^To^T^  ^T"'  »^  '^'"^  ^ 
Airpons  must  be  undertaken  Tt^Em  rfr^r  .  ^  .T""'  ^'^  "P^<=">'  °lher 
^he  aiterriatives  analysift^ust  be  bfo^e^^H  ,^ 

Masspon  .nclodes  som  oTa  'on  op,t n   ,  °  H     f  alten,a,ives~.  Although 

alternatives  has  no,  been  reasZh^vT        /  development  of  other  obvious 

as  options.  ''""""^  "ave  the  reasons  for  their  elimination 

Thank  you  for  your  consideralion  ,o  this  imponan,  matter. 

Sincerely 


Paul  Scapicchio 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  39 
City  of  Boston 
Boston  City  Councillor  Paul  J.  Scapicchio 


Code 

39.1 


Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


NEPA 


39.2 


39.3 


Cumulative 
Impacts 


...my  objection  to  Massporfs  DEIS/DEIR  is  the  lack  of 
reasonable  alternatives  considered  in  the  document  as  is 
required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  This  Act 
requires  the  DEIS/DEIR  to  "rigorously  explore  and 
objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives,  and  for 
alternatives  which  were  eliminated  from  detailed  study, 
briefly  discuss  the  reasons  for  their  having  been  eliminated. 
No  Discussion  of  "altematives  not  considered  in  the 
DEIS/DEIR"  was  included.  I  question  whether  Massport 
followed  the  rules  of  section  1502.1  and  1502.14,  which 
address  altematives. 


Landside 
Improvements 


The  Airside  Project  and  the  landside  projects  at 
Logan  Airport  are  interdependent,  and  both  will  increase 
capacity  and  stimulate  demand... The  cumulative  impacts  of 
these  projects  are  immense  and  must  be  taken  into 
account 


Massport  understates  these  impacts  while  overstating  the 
delay  problems  at  Logan  by  using  its  own  model  instead  of 
using  the  FAA  approved  SIMMOD  model  for  the  airport 
simulation. 


Response 

The  improvement  concepts  evaluated  in  the  Airside  Project 
Analysis  evolved  from  pnor  studies  including  the  FAA's  Logan 
Capacity  Enhancement  Plan  (October  1 992):  the  Logan 
Runway  Incursion  Mitigation  Plan/Taximy  Relocation  Study 
(December  1993);  the  Logan  Final  GEIR  (July  1993);  and  the 
Logan  Airside  Improvements  Feasibility  Study.  Phase  1 
Report,  published  in  July  1995.  The  FAA  evaluated  a 
numerous  physical,  operational,  and  administrative  concepts 
for  reducing  Logan  Airport  delays  in  its  Boston  Logan 
International  Airport  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan.  The  FAA 
recommended  several  improvement  concepts,  including 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  for  further  study.  These 
improvement  concepts,  as  well  as  concepts  from  other 
studies,  were  individually  examined  by  f^^assport  in  the  Logan 
Airside  Feasibility  Study  published  in  July  1 995.  Based  on 
the  Feasibility  study,  some  concepts  were  rejected  and  the 
most  promising  concepts  were  combined  into  the  Altematives 
considered  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR.  The 
altematives  analysis  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  is 
consistent  with  state  and  federal  scoping  directives  for  the 
Airside  Project.  The  results  of  the  Airside  analysis  indicate 
that  altematives  that  include  unidirectional  Runway  14/32 
provide  the  most  benefit  in  terms  of  delay  reduction  and 
ability  to  achieve  PRAS  goals. 

Environmental  and  health  issues  within  the  City  of  Chelsea 
were  considered  in  an  effort  to  assess  other  cumulative  or 
multiple  adverse  exposures.  Refer  to  Section  6.8.6  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  information. 


Refer  to  Section  4.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays. 
Section  1 .4  and  Appendix  C  include  a  description  of  FAA  and 
U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and  their  limitations,  an 
explanation  of  computer  models  for  estimating  flight  delays, 
and  histoncal  data  on  delays  at  Logan  Airport  and  other  major 
United  States  airports.  The  methodology  used  for  the 
Airside  Project  includes  the  effects  of  constraints  at 
Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay  estimates  than  FAA 
modeling.  The  FAA  approved  all  the  models,  which  have 
been  validated  in  previously  published  studies  of 
Logan  Airport. 


Letter  39:  City  of  Boston,  Boston  City  Councillor  Paul  J.  Scapicchio 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

39.4 


Comment 

No  data  is  presented  to  show  recent  improvement  due  to 
the  availability  of  Enhanced  PRAS  (EPRAS).  In  actuality, 
FAA  data  on  delays  shows  that  the  delay  situation  at  Logan 
has  improved  since  1993  and  is  holding  steady.  The  FAA 
reported  delay  lor  1998  was  18%  lower  than  1993  levels. 
This  is  not  reflected  in  the  DEIS/DEIR. 


39.5 


Environmental  NEPA/FAA  FAA  legislation  requires  that  airport  sponsors  conduct  a 
Review  benefit-cost  analysis  for  capacity-related  airport  projects. 

Process  The  DEIS/DEIR  does  not  indicate  such  an  analysis  [was 

completed].  There  are  also  no  economic  analyses  of  the 
noise  impacts  of  the  various  alternatives.  Noise  related 
costs  and  benefits  should  be  addressed  in  economic 
analyses  of  activities  that  result  in  increases  or  decreases  in 
aircraft  noise. 


Response 

The  Runway  1 4/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  {i.e.,  all 
aircraft  arrivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the 
Runway  32  approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from 
the  Runway  14  heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State 
approval  under  MEPA  and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will 
allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent 
With  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations.  Consistent  with  any 
such  approvals,  Massport  will  light  and  stnpe  Runway  14/32 
to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 

Furthemiore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the  unidirectional 
requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The  Hyatt  Hotel 
and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is  within 
1 ,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the  Hyatt  Hotel 
and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable  FAA  approach 
surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby  precluding  arrivals 
from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another  factor  limiting 
westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack  of  available 
facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow 
maximum  use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit 
operational  impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  strictly 
reinforce  these  important  environmental  benefits,  Massport 
has  designated  the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  on 
Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation  measure.  We  anticipate  that 
any  state  and  federal  approvals  will  also  strictly  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  limitations  intended  for  Runway  14/32. 

Section  1.4  and  Appendix  C  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
contains  a  discussion  of  the  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay 
measures  and  historical  data,  along  with  comparisons  of 
Logan  Airport  with  other  United  States  airports.  The  delay 
situation  is  not  at  equilibnum.  FAA  Opsnet  delays  at 
Logan  Airport  peaked  in  1993,  declined  for  two  years  and  are 
nsing  again.  Arnval  delays,  which  would  be  directly  affected 
by  Runway  1 4/32,  have  nsen  steadily  since  1 994.  In  fact, 
Logan  Airport  is  the  second  most  delayed  airport  in  the  nation 
for  arnvals. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  respond  to  federal  and  state  scoping  directives 
and  applicable  FAA  environmental  orders  and  all  other  NEPA 
and  MEPA  requirements,  and  provide  appropriate  analytical 
content  for  assessing  alternatives. 

According  to  40  CFR  Part  1502  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  Regarding  Cost-Benefit  analysis "  for  purposes  of 
complying  with  the  act,  the  weighing  of  the  merit  and 
drawbacks  of  the  vanous  alternatives  need  not  be  displayed 
in  a  monetary  cost-benefit  analysis..." 


Letter  39:  City  of  Boston,  Boston  City  Councillor  Paul  J.  Scapicchio 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 


39.6    ^  Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


39.7 


Construction 
Period 


Mitigation 


Comment 

Furthermore,  I  have  concerns  with  IVIassport's  guarantee  of 
unidirectional  use  of  Runway  14/32.  It  is  clear  to  me  that  this 
commitment  is  reversible.  Massport  also  reports  that  the 
proposed  runway  will  be  used  only  by  regional  and 
commuter  aircraft.  However,  large  jets  such  as 
Boeing  737s,  MDC  DC-9s,  and  Airbus  A-320's  are  allowed 
to  use  the  runway  and  surely  will  use  it. 


There  are  unaddressed  questions  dealing  with  adverse  air 
quality  impacts  associated  with  construction  of 
Runway  14/32  and  the  Centerfield  Taxiway.  The 
DEIS/DEIR  does  not  sufficiently  explore  the  odor  impacts  or 
the  dust  problems  due  to  construction  of  the  runway.  The 
proposed  airside  improvements  provide  minimal  long-term 
air  quality  benefits. 


Response 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  {i.e.,  all 
aircraft  anivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Hartior  to  the 
Runway  32  approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from 
the  Runway  14  heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State 
approval  under  MEPA  and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will 
allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations.  Consistent  with  any 
such  approvals,  Massport  will  light  and  stnpe  Runway  14/32 
to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 

Furthemiore,  the  location  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the  unidirectional 
requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The  Hyatt  Hotel 
and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is  within 
1 ,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the  Hyatt  Hotel 
and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable  FAA  approach 
surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby  precluding  arrivals 
from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another  factor  limiting 
westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack  of  available 
facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow 
maximum  use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit 
operational  impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  strictly 
reinforce  these  important  environmental  benefits,  Massport 
has  designated  the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  on 
Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation  measure.  We  anticipate  that 
any  state  and  federal  approvals  will  also  strictly  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  limitations  intended  for  Runway  14/32. 

Unidirectional  Runway  14/32  would  be  pnncipally  used  by 
regional  non-jets,  general  aviation  and  small  jet  aircraft 
capable  of  landing  or  taking  off  in  5,000  feet.  Appendix  E  of 
the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  contains  the  fleet  mix  for 
each  scenano.  Design  Category  C-lll  indicates  the  highest 
approach  speed  and  widest  wingspan  of  the  aircraft  to  use 
the  runway.  Approach  Category  C  includes  those  with  speeds 
from  121  to  140  knots:  Design  Group  III  designates 
wingspans  from  79  to  1 17  feet.  Several  of  the  general 
aviation  and  commuter  aircraft  have  approach  speeds  or 
wingspans  in  these  ranges. 

Massport  will  require  contractors  to  retrofit  their  heavy 
construction  equipment  with  advanced  pollution  control 
devices  in  accordance  with  DEP's  Clean  Air  Construction 
Initiative.  Contractor  owned  equipment,  such  as 
front-end  loaders,  backhoes,  cranes  and  excavators,  will  be 
retrofitted  with  oxidation  catalysts  to  filter  and  break  down 
hydrocarbons,  particulate  matter  and  carbon  dioxide  from 
diesel  emissions.  Refer  to  Section  6.9.4  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  additional  discussion  of  air  quality  mitigation 
measures  dunng  the  construction  period. 

As  stated  in  Section  6.9.4.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR, 
Massport  IS  committed  to  implementing  the  Clean  Air 
Constojction  Initiative  in  cooperation  with  MADEP  and 
Northeast  States  for  Coordinated  Air  Use  Management 
(NESCAUM).  Furthermore,  construction  will  conform  to 
FAA  AC  150/5370-10A,  Standards  lor  Specifying  Constmction 
of  Airports. 

Constojction-period  air  quality  impact  mitigation  will  include  the 
steps  specified  in  FAA  Advisory  Circular  150/5370-10A, 
Standards  for  Specifying  Construction  of  Airports.  These  and 
other  measures  are  listed  in  Section  8.5.2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  39:  City  of  Boston,  Boston  City  Councillor  Paul  J.  Scapicchio 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment  Response 

39.8       Air  Quality         Odor  The  Jeffnes  Point  Neighborhood  will  be  adversely  impacted     One-hour  VOC  concentrations  (used  as  an  indicator  of  odor) 

by  odor  from  takeoffs.  increase  only  slightly  at  Jeffnes  Point  with  the 

Preferred  Alternative,  when  compared  to  the 
I  No  Action  Alternative.  The  predicted  increase  is  so  small  that 

I  changes  in  odor  will  remain  imperceptible,  as  measured  against 

!  j  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Concentrations  decrease  at  all  other 

receptors  with  the  Prefened  Altemative. 


Letter  39:  City  of  Boston,  Boston  City  Councillor  Paul  J.  Scapicchio 


BARNSTABLE  MUNICIPAL  AIRPORX. 

BOARDMAN-POLANDO  FIELD 
480  BARNSTABLE  ROAD.  2ND  FLOOR 
HYANNIS.  MASSACHUSETTS  02601 
(508)  775-2020 
FAX:  (508)  775-0453         J  J^^ 


International  Airport.  construction  oi  runw, 


mmission  would  likf^  t 
unways  14-32  at  Logan' 


We  recognize  that  many  untrue  ^nri 

headlines  recently  concernina  t^L  ■^''''^  statements  h 
few  of  them.  concerning  this  project.     We  wish  to 


ave  made 
comment  on  just 


The  first  is  "NOISE"  Dollutinn      tk • 

any  additional  noise,   as  it  is  *a  comni  f^T^^  possibly  generate 

may  in  fact  reduce  the  -xistina  no?=^        ^  over-the  water  approach.  it 
circling  traffic  and  on '^he  around  h    ^^^^^^^^  ^oth  in  the  air  by 
clearance.  ground  by  planes  waiting  for  departure 

Then  there  is  talk  that  "DELAvq"  =^  r  u  . 

device  called  "PEAK  PERIOD  pricing  -  controlled  by  a 

fees  for  all  carriers  wishing  to  u;.  ^"^^""^  ""^^^^  increase  landing 

when  in  fact,   the  problem  is  no?  ^^^^^^Port  at  "Certain"  times, 

which  can  oc^ur  at'^any  tTm^      Shen  t^^"^  ''^S  ^  wind/weather  situation 
International  Airport  neeL'^wo  runl v.  ^°  Northwest,  Logan 

status.     This  runway  wmb^  a  n^Vn^  I  • ^'^'^ '         ^=  ^he  current 
the  winds  make  it  the  safe  LconSru^l'y^^""'  ~' ' 

of  choice.     ThPy  ar^  stin   i^?     "^f^^'^^'     ^^9^^         their  departure  point 
If  air  travel  i^  t^b'  r 'st?ictL'°  ^  flights! 
"Peak"  times,   then  our  residents  wilf^ho  ^^^^^^^^^l^ ^^d  Logan  during 
or  will  drive  to  the  airnor?  ?k         }     ^^^^^e  to  be  either  driven  to 
additional  v^hJcuJar  trlTflc  h^^^^'^''"^  ^"'P^^^  °f  the 

facilities  be  constructed?  considered?     will  additional  parking 

cape  cod  is  not  the  only  area  in  the  state  that  will  be  affected. 

^^^^iT^r^^^s^:^  11  lll^^'r'  ^^-t  Chapter  in 

the  safety  of  a  second  n^^Jh?  ^^^^  discussed.     Give  the  airport 

dispersioj;  o°f  ?rarf?c'cr bel^^l^^^^ '  alternatives  for  grea'ter 


Please  support  this  construction  project. 


Phiuin  ""n  ^^^°^^i^'.Chairman,^ar^stabl 

WiUiam  ^^^S^'  ""^^^  Chairman,  Clerk 

William  Elkins,  Commissioner 

Edwin  A  Gourley,  Commissioner 

Jonn  A.   Lemos,  Commissioner 

David  A  Barber,  Commissioner 

John  T  Griff en,  Jr.  Commissioner 


e  Municipal  Airport  Commission 


4/21/99 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  40 

Town  of  Barnstable  Municipal  Airport  Commission 

Katherine  Stronjy,  Chairman 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

40.1 

Noise 

Runway  14/32 

This  runway  cannot  possibly  generate  any  additional  noise, 
as  it  is  a  completely  over-the-water  approach.  It  may  in  fact 
:  reduce  the  existing  noise  generated  both  in  the  air  by 
j  circling  traffic  and  on  the  ground  by  planes  waiting  for 
;  departure  clearance. 

Comment  noted. 

40.2 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 

Pricing 

..."PEAK  PERIOD  PRICING"  ...would  increase  landing  fees 
for  all  earners  wishing  to  use  the  airport  at  "Certain"  times, 

;  when  in  fact,  the  problem  is  not  timing  but  a  wind/weather 

j  situation  which  can  occur  at  any  time. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a 
demand  management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  Massport 
has  developed  an  action  plan  as  described  in  Section  4.5  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to  address 
overscheduling  conditions  at  Logan  Airport. 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
sen/ices  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  service  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  served  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

40.3 

Alternatives 

Peak  Period 

Pricing 

The  residents  of  Cape  Cod  rely  heavily  on  our  Airport  to  get 
them  where  they  need  to  be  in  an  efficient  manner.  Logan  is 
their  departure  point  of  choice.  They  are  still  going  to  go 
there  for  their  through  flights.  If  air  travel  is  to  be  restricted 
between  Bamstable  and  Logan  during  "Peak"  times,  then 
our  residents  will  choose  to  be  either  dnven  to  or  will  dnve  to 
the  airport  themselves.  Has  the  impact  of  the  additional 
vehicular  traffic  been  considered?  Will  additional  pari<ing 
facilities  be  constmcted? 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  sen/ice  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
penod  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

Letter  40:  Town  of  Bamstable  Municipal  Airport  Commission,  Katherine  Stronjy,  Chairman 


OFHCE  OF  THE  CITY  CLERK 

CITY  OF  CAMBRIDGE 

FAX  (617)  349-4307      LETTER  41 

tty/TDD  (617)  492-0235 


D.  MARGARET  DRURY 

CITY  CLERK  DONNA  R  LOPEZ 

DEPLTTY  CITY  CLERK 

April  9,  1999 


Mr.  Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street  ' 
20*  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 
Dear  Mr.  Durand: 

enrln..r"'T!  '°  ^V''^"'''         Cambridge  City  Council,  I  am  forwarding  to  you  the 
enclosed  resolution  submitted  by  CouncUlors  Kathleen  Bom  and  co-sponsored  by  the  eni^re 
memberslnp.  The  resolution  expresses  the  opposition  of  the  City  of  Si^^ge  to  ^ 

'mZTL^:^^^^^^^  -  -  -  pr.  of  the 

resolution/'"  "^'"""''^  '^"'"^  ^  ^^'^  ^"PP«^  of  this 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  in  this  matter. 

Very  truly  yours, 

D.  Margaret  Drury 
City  Clerk 

DMD/mc 
Enclosure 


CITY  HALU  795  MASSACHUSETTS  AVENUE  CAMBRIDGE.  MASSACHUSETTS 


02139 


CCM-tOI 


(Ettg  of  Qkmfariiigp 


40. 

IN  CITY  COUNCIL 

April  5.  1999 

COUNCILLOR  BORN 
COUNCILLOR  DAVIS 
MAYOR  DUEHAY 
VICE  MAYOR  GALLUCCIO 
COUNCILLOR  REEVES 
COUNCILLOR  RUSSELL 
COUNCILLOR  SULLIVAN 
COUNCILLOR  TOOMEY 
COUNCILLOR  TRIANTAFILLOU 


WHEREAS: 


WHEREAS: 


WHEREAS: 


WHEREAS: 


RESOLVED: 


RESOLVED: 


The  consinict,on  of  Runway  14/32  at  Ugan  Airport  would  lead  to  an  intolerable  increase  m 
no  se  and  pollution  for  neighboring  communities  such  as  Cambridge  because  of  the  increased 
volume  of  flights  it  would  allow;  and  increased 

Its  consmiction  would  lead  to  a  300%  increase  in  departures  using  Runway  33L.  which  fly  over 
Cambndgc  and  SomervUie;  and  c  j     ^,  wuicn  iiy  over 

The  proposed  rrmway  is  a  short-term  short-sighted  fix  to  the  problem  of  delays  at  Logan- 

ofTZav  14)32  wh^;  '°  '^^^'^  ^'^^  -—tion 

Engl^rLd  "  "  '  ^^'3"°"  Pl^  for  New 

-niere  has  been  a  dearth  of  opportunities  for  public  panicipation  in  this  issue;  Masspon  has 
refused  to  come  to  a  meetmg  of  the  Cambridge  City  Council  or  to  schedule  its  own  public 
meetmg  in  Cambridge;  now  therefore  be  it 

That  the  Cambridge  City  CouncU  go  on  record  joimng  the  governing  bodies  of  Boston  Chelsea 
Winthrop  and  Somerville  in  opposing  this  rtinway  because  of  the  ne  ative  effec^i  ha  on 
the  health  and  quality  of  life  of  our  citizens;  and  be  it  further  "i  nave  on 

mt  the  City  Clerk  for^vard  a  suitably  engrossed  copy  of  this  resolution  to  Roben  Durand 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs,  pnor  to  Apnl  20,  1999.  which  is  the  end  of  the  MEPA 
comment  penod  and  to  John  C.  Siiva,  Manager  of  Environmental  Programs  for  the  Federal 
Aviation  Admmistration.  fcuerai 


In  City  Council  April  5,  1999. 

Adopted  by  the  affirmative  vote  of  nine  members. 

Attest:-  D.  Margaret  Drury,  City  Clerk. 

A  true  copy; 


ATTEST:- 


D.  Margaret  DrtJiy,  City  Clerk 


a 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  41 

City  of  Cambridge,  City  Council 
D.  IVIargaret  Drury,  City  Clerl< 


Comment 


41.2       Alternatives        Runway  14/32 


41.3 


Environmental 

Review 

Process 


Public  Process 


41.4       Alternatives        Runway  14/32 


The  construction  of  Runway  14/32  at  Logan  Airport  would 
lead  to  an  intolerable  increase  in  noise  and  pollution  for 
neighboring  communities  such  as  Cambridge  because  of 
the  increased  volume  of  flights  it  would  allow. 


The  proposed  runway  is  a  short-term  short-sighted  fix  to  the 
problem  of  delays  at  Logan:  Massport  admits  that  the 
delays  will  return  to  current  levels  within  five  years  of  the 
construction  of  Runway  14/32;  what  is  needed  is  a  realistic, 
long-term,  regional  aviation  plan  for  New  England.... 


. . .  Massport  has  refused  to  come  to  a  meeting  of  the 
Cambridge  City  Council  or  to  schedule  its  own  public 
meeting  in  Cambridge.... 


...Cambridge  City  Council...  [opposes]  this  runway  because 
of  the  negative  effects  it  will  have  on  the  health  and  quality 
of  life  of  our  citizens.... 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  documents  comply  with  all  applicable  NEPA  and 
MEPA  requirements.  A  cost  benefit  analysis  is  not  required 
by  federal  or  state  law  and  would  not  provide  appropriate 
context.  Cost  information  mentioned  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  is  intended 
to  provide  analytic  context. 

The  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion  modeling  indicate 
better  air  quality  conditions  with  Runway  14/32  and  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  than  with  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  ainway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  undera  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  mnway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1 998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  altematives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented:  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
over  time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  overtime  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 

Since  the  initial  scoping,  FAA  and  Massport  have  established 
a  dialogue  with  the  Airside  Review  Committee,  community 
leaders  and  the  public  through  heanngs,  bnefings,  and 
circulation  of  over  700  copies  of  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  for  comment.  At  public  meetings  and  at  the 
request  of  interested  community  members,  Massport  has 
provided  the  public  full  access  to  information  about  the 
Airside  Project  and  its  associated  social  and  environmental 
effects. 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent 
to  Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in 
Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health 
status  reports  were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston:  however, 
comparable  public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the 
Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and 
Winthrop.  A  review  of  the  available  information  did  not 
indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to  the 
airport,  nor  did  it  identify  heanng  loss  as  a  public  health 
concern. 

The  emissions  inventory  and  dispersion  modeling  indicate 
better  air  quality  conditions  with  Runway  14/32  and  the 
Centerfield  Taxiway  than  with  the  No  Action  Altemative. 


Letter  41:  City  of  Cambridge,  City  Council,  D.  Margaret  Drury,  City  Clerk 


I 


EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENT 
ROBERT  W.  HEALY 
City  Manager 


CITY  OF  CAMBRIDGE 

CAMBRICJGE.  MASSACHUSETTS  02139 

Tel  349-4300 
Fa)l349-4307 

LETTER  42 


RICHARD  C.  ROSSI 
Deputy  City  Manager 


Mr.  Robert  Durand,  Secretaiy 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Aifairs 

Attention:  MEPA  Office 

Arthur  Pugsiey,  EOEA  No.  10458 

1 00  Cambridge  Street  -  20"^  Floor 

Boston,  MA  02202 


April  20,  1999 


Mr.  John  Silva 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
New  England  Region  Headquarters 
12  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


Dear  Sirs: 

Chases  .  .o,.  A^on  *a.^ou?rSr  HZ  ^^l^l^"''''''"'' 
used  about  12  percem  of Tv  ,^    u""'^""-  *is  runway  ,o  be 

inCudLg  ™wal  33L  direction  bu,  with  only  two  nlTys 

confiEuratZ^h^  *  "^'^''^  constraints  on  tlie  two  runway 

arThla';^^ df^r  ;rr^r  ^^^^^  "  ^^^^  --ess  ti,ere 

33Ltorl°o7en"a"S^^^^^  ^"  ^-P-  ™way 


nigh,  and  weekend  nightsoverSr^T'""-  ^"'f"^.  =ome  of  U,e  cJm  ^ 
and  some  of  the  daytiL  fligh"  ^n^ot^,!  ""'V  configuradon 
intended  to  better  balance  theTZctT!r„l  T  '^'"^S"""""-  ™s  is 

place  to  make  sure  this  w,„  happe"  "r^""'  ^' 

reduce  impacts  on  the  conunJ^^s  bZ^^  L    I^  7?™^  ''«'«"'=d  to 

-  embraced  b.  most  commumt.es,  "1^^^  ro^^H^^it;'  ^""^^ 

p^^dr^tLtrft^rci^it^^^^^^^       ^-^^  "--^ 

*us  have  fewer  passengers  tol™'  „  the  co  tT  ^'-^ 
since  the  result  would  be  to  move  sol  n         ^  ^^wnsidered 
of  the  can,e.  to  the  oth«  reZl^Z^^^^        ^  """'^^  ^"^"^  some 

Worcester.  The  result  woJldTe  ,o  ^eZTZT'"""'"-  ''"''"'"'^  ""'^"'^iy 
communities  curremly  impacted  ^  '"  Cambridge  and  other 

Massport  has  based  the  need  for  ranwav  14-32  on  ih,  A.     .  . 

airplane  delay  which  they  say  is  1 20  000 11  ,  '  °  °f  " 

Massporfs  Commumty  IZor^cfZ^ZTll^TI:  " 

data.  Masspon  itself  has  indicaM  tha"  ^.""et  Mm  ^^^^^  ^"""""^^ 

hours  amiually  even  with  the  new  runway  ^010  delays  will  mcrease  by  39.000 

rar;^ti;^rgrLo': 'r  --h 

any,  should  be  made.  In  addX  Ml  ^r,,  °"        ™P™-e"=nts,  if 

peak  period  pncn.  and  anvT,;:  'rrr..         ^  '»  -°P«  the  issue  of 

runways.  ^  ^^^8"  ^he  could  reduce  the  need  for  new 

Thank  you  for  the  opponunity  to  comment  on  this  project. 


Robert  W.  Healy 
City  Manager 


Cc:  Beth  Rubenstein,  Acting  Assistance  City  Manager 
tor  Community  Development 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  42 
City  of  Cambridge 
Robert  W.  Healy,  City  IVIanager 


Code     Topic  1 

42.1  Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


Comment 


42.2       Alternatives        Runway  14/32 


42.3  Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 


Runway  33L  is  the  one  ttiat  most  affects  Canibridge. . .  I  am 
concerned  that  constmction  of  Runway  14/32  would  greatly 
increase  the  number  of  flights  using  mnway  33L. .  .With  the 
constnjction  of  Runway  14/32,  runway  33L  is  projected  to  be 
used  between  26  and  43  percent  of  the  time.  This  will 
severely  increase  the  noise  impacts  on  Cambridge  residents. 


With  the  addition  of  Runway  14/32,  there  will  be  three 
runways  for  the  east/west  configuration  resulting  in  an 
increase  in  capacity  to  that  of  the  north-south  three-runway 
configuration.  Therefore,  some  of  the  cun-ent  night  and 
weekend  flights  over  Cambridge  will  move  to  the  north-south 
configuration  and  some  of  the  daytime  flights  will  move  to  the 
east/west  configuration... What  guarantees  are  in  place  to 
make  sure  this  will  happen? 

Massport  has  abandoned  the  idea  of  charging  higher  landing 
fees  during  peak  demand  periods  because  of  the  financial 
impact  on  the  regional  earners  that  use  small  planes  and  thus 
have  fewer  passengers  to  share  in  the  cost.  This  position 
should  be  reconsidered  since  the  result  would  be  to  move 
some  flights  to  the  off-peak  penods  and/or  move  some  of  the 
earners  to  the  other  regional  aiiports  in  Manchester, 
Providence  and  potentially  Worcester.  The  result  would  be  to 
reduce  airplane  noise  in  Cambridge  and  other  communities 
currently  impacted... Massport  should  be  instructed  to  reopen 
the  issue  of  peak  period  pricing  and  any  other  operational 
changes  that  could  reduce  the  need  for  new  runways. 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  indicates  that  the 

Preferred  Alternative  promote  njnway  use  in  a  manner  that  is 

more  consistent  with  annual  PRAS  goals.  The  PRAS  goals  were 

established  after  community  input  in  the  1 980s.  The  goal  of  PRAS 

was  to  distribute  noise  equitably,  based  on  demographic 

considerations. 

Total  departures  from  Runway  33L  would  increase,  but  most  of 
these  are  non-jets.  These  njnway  operations  are  currently 
running  well  below  the  PRAS  goals,  and  the  unidirectional 
Runway  14/32  would  allow  the  controllers  to  approach,  but  still 
remain  below,  the  annual  goals  for  these  operations. 

The  FAA  assigns  the  runways  to  be  used  for  takeoff  and  landing 
using  standard  operating  procedures  that  take  into  account  wind, 
weather,  traffic  demands,  PRAS  recommendations  and  other 
factors.  Modeling  these  conditions  into  the  future  requires 
knowledge  of  historical  trends  and  predictions  of  future  activity, 
and  if  those  factors  unfold  as  tiiey  have  in  the  past,  the 
projections  are  likely  to  occur  as  expected.  However,  the  control 
of  air  tiBffic  is  a  dynamic  process  and  there  are  no  guarantees  or 
safeguards  that  the  predictions  vj\\\  occur  exactly  as  modeled. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  contain  an  analysis  of  PPP  as  a  demand 
management  alternative  at  Logan  Airport.  Massport  has 
developed  an  action  plan  as  described  in  Section  4.5  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  designed  to  address  overscheduling 
conditions  at  Logan  /Virport. 

Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels  have 
been  reported  in  Logan  Airports  various  GEIRs  and 
Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  close-in 
k)cations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1 996  through  modification 
of  source  levels  to  better  account  for  over-water  sound 
propagation  and  apparent  use  of  higher  engine  power  settings 
than  are  normally  assumed  in  the  noise  model's  database  (Refer 
to  Appendix  F  of  the  Logan  Airport  1996  Annual  Update).  In  1 998, 
differences  between  measured  and  modeled  noise  became  even 
less  when  Massport  upgraded  its  monitonng  system  and  began  to 
report  noise  caused  only  by  aircraft  -  a  metnc  directly  comparable 
to  the  DNL  exposure  levels  predicted  by  the  noise  model.  At  sites 
having  exposure  levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  tins  improvement  to  the 
monitonng  system  brought  measured  and  modeled  DNL  values 
to  witiiin  0.2  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to  Chapter  6  of  the 
Logan  Aiipon  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)).  Massport 
continues  to  investigate  possible  causes  for  remaining  differences 
(such  as  from  hill  effects)  and  continues  to  pursue  FAA  approval 
of  noise  model  adjustinents  that  would  permit  expansion  of  its 
sound  insulation  program  to  include  tiie  effects  of  tenain. 
Massport  also  expects  to  extend  eligibility  lines  to  include 
boundanes  that  follow  local  streets  rattier  than  strict  noise  contour 
lines.  Nevertheless,  Massport  continues  to  believe  ttiat  the  FAA's 
INM  noise  model  used  in  the  Airside  Project  noise  analyses 
accurately  represents  expected  noise  exposure. 


Letter  42:  City  of  Cambridge,  Robert  W.  Healy,  City  Manager 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Topic  2 


Comment 

Massport  has  based  the  need  for  Runway  14/32  on  the 
desire  to  reduce  the  amount  of  airplane  delay  which  they 
say  is  120,000  hours  per  year  (sixth  highest  in  the  country). 
Massporl's  Community  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  and 
others  have  questioned  that  data.  Massport  itself  has 
indicated  that  by  the  year  2010  delays  will  increase  by 
39,000  hours  annually  even  with  the  new  runway... I  am 
therefore  requesting  that  Massport  be  instructed  to  resolve 
the  issue  of  how  much  airplane  delay  is  actually  occurring  at 
Logan  before  deciding  on  what  improvements,  if  any, 
should  be  made. 


Response 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  njnway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano.  The 
Preferred  Altemative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37. 5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  201 5.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
over  time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 

Refer  to  Section  4.4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  of  flight  delays. 
Section  1 .4  and  Appendix  C  include  a  descnption  of  FAA  and 
U.S.  DOT  delay  measures  and  their  limitations,  an 
explanation  of  computer  models  for  estimating  flight  delays, 
and  histoncal  data  on  delays  at  Logan  Airporl  and  other  major 
United  States  airports.  The  methodology  used  for  the 
Airside  Project  includes  the  effects  of  constraints  at 
Logan  Airport,  and  produces  lower  delay  estimates  than  FAA 
modeling.  The  FAA  approved  all  the  models,  which  have 
been  validated  in  previously  published  studies  of 
Logan  Airport. 


I 


Letter  42:  City  of  Cambridge,  Robert  W.  Healy,  City  Manager 


City  of  Chelsea  Chelsea 


Guy  A.  Santagate,  City  Manager  1  I  I  I  I  F 

City  Hall  I  I  I  I  ^ 

500  Broadway  ^  I  I  ^» 

Chelsea,  Massachusetts  02150  '  " 

1998 

LETTER  43 


April  23,  1999 


Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20"^  Floor 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Durand: 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Logan  Airside 
faiprovements  Project,  EOEA  #10458.  As  the  Chelsea  City  Manrger'  I  am  plfS^dTo 
offer  the  following  comments  on  behalf  of  Chelsea  City  Government  and  all  of  the 
residents  of  the  City  of  Chelsea. 

To  help  define  the  City's  position  on  the  addition  of  another  runway  at  Logan  the  City 
beheves  the  focus  belongs  on  the  nghts  of  airhne  passengers  versus  airport  ne  ghbors  Li 

rehevmg  the  minutes  of  mconvcnience  caused  to  airline  passengeiHt  Logan  shoSd 
ovemde  the  negative  impacts  such  a  tremendous  increase  in  daily  flight  operations  will 
have  on  the  30,00(H-  residents  of  Chelsea  and  others  so  impacted? 

Having  framed  the  question,  some  may  answer  yes.  An  argument  may  be  made  I 
suppose  that  the  on-tmie  shuttle  of  passengers  and  cargo  to  and  from  Logan  Aiiort  is  so 
vital  to  the  region  s  economic  well-being  that  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people  should 
suffer  a  detenoration  in  their  quality  of  life  for  the  benefit  of  the  greater  good  We  in 

si^  fi?.r  ^T'^'Vu'^  '"^^^  of  thinking.  After  all,  Chelsea  is  host  to  a 

significant  portion  of  the  region's  petroleum  supply,  as  well  as  the  region's  largest  salt 
pile  and  most  important  bridge.  Additionally,  thousands  of  trucks  and  millions  of  gallons 
of  sewage  a  day  can  be  found  on  and  under  our  street  network.  The  cumulative  impact  in 
tiie  name  of  the  greater  good  has  already  caused  the  most  densely  populated  communitv 
in  the  commonwealth  to  suffer  dramatically. 

Yet.  through  it  all,  Chelsea  has  finally  gained  its  stride  after  decades  of  missteps  and  at 
^t  appears  to  be  on  the  verge  of  the  revitalization  for  which  generations  have  longed 
We  have  learned  to  hve  with  the  problems  being  the  regional  solution  to  so  many  issues 
have  posed,  and  through  it  all,  we  are  achieving  much  despite  the  reduction  in  quahty  of 
life  we  suffer  because  of  the  burdens  we  bear.  However,  our  capacity  to  absorb 
additional  impacts  and  maintain  an  acceptable  quality  environment  for  our  residents  to 
enjoy  and  our  businesses  to  thrive  is  central  to  the  Logan  expansion  debate.  We  fear  the 


■  Robert  Durand,  Secretary 
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\ 

impacts,  both  real  and  perceived,  firom  what  is  to  be  an  incredible  increase  in  airport 
operations  and  related  support  activities  under  the  Logan  AIP. 

Of  course,  wc  realize  if  Logan  Airport  was  the  average  size  airport  in  the  country  by 
landmass.  all  of  Chelsea  would  be  on-airport.  Yet,  those  pushing  an  expansion  agenda 
need  to  realize  that  those  sprawling  airports  arc  not  often  located  in  such  densely 
populated  neighborhoods  as  those  surrounding  Logan.  By  some  estimates.  Logan's 
capacity  to  generate  additional  passenger  and  cargo  activity  appears  to  be  almost 
unlimited.  At  some  point,  however,  the  reversal  in  the  quality  of  life  caused  by  the 
absorption  of  that  capacity  begins  to  outweigh  the  supposed  greater  good  achieving  those 
numbers  can  produce. 


From  the  passenger  perspective,  that  which  I  am  most  famihar.  the  traveling  public  is  so 
use  to  delays  and  inconveniences  that  many  of  us  now  build  in  extra  time  and  bring  along 
extra  patience  to  deal  with  the  problem.  Certainly  delay-frcc  travel  is  a  goal  worthy  of 
pursuit,  however  we  cannot  let  the  pursuit  of  the  goal  override  a  more  ftindamental  goal 
wc  must  all  stnvc  to  realize:  The  peaceful  and  healthy  enjoyment  of  one's  neighborhood 
and  home.  It  is  this  last  point  that  brings  us  back  to  Chelsea. 

Unfortunately,  environmental  justice  is  a  concept  we  are  just  becoming  familiar  with  in 
Chelsea.  The  odors  have  seemingly  always  been  there.  Now,  however,  we  are  learning 
about  the  high  levels  of  VQCs  in  the  emissions  of  the  petroleum  operations,  the  cyanide 
m  the  salt  that  blows  off  the  piles  and  into  our  neighborhoods,  and  the  particulates  that 
thousands  of  dieselin^  trucks  and  more  than  100,000  cars  a  day  traveling  over  the  three 
Chelsea  bndges  into  Boston  are  adding  to  our  environment.  With  several  of  our 
mdustrial  operations  on  the  list  of  top  dischargers  of  solvents,  and  being  downwind  of  the 
Exxon  Terminal  in  Everett  and  Sithe  Energies  in  Charlestown,  Chelsea's  statisticaUy 
significant  levels  of  respiratory  cancers  and  other  aihnents  may  indeed  be  a  result  of  the 
pollution  corridor  in  which  we  arc  located. 

It  is  by  no  coincidence  that  Chelsea  has  systematically  enticed  the  middle  and  upper- 
middle  class  back  to  our  community.  I  take  very  serious,  though,  the  threats  of  many  in 
those  socio-economic  categories  that  the  addition  of  the  runway  means  the  end  of  their 
investment  in  Chelsea.  Of  course,  those  people  have  the  means  to  make  such  a  decision, 
no  matter  how  devastating  another  flight  of  the  middle  class  would  be  on  our  schools, 
civic  mstitutions,  political  leadership,  neighborhood  stabiUty  and  so  much  more.  It  is 
those  of  lesser  means,  though,  the  first  and  second  generation  immigrants  and  longer 
residents  who  have  not  found  themselves  a  position  on  the  corporate  ladder  of  success 
that  will  again  be  lefl  behind.  Those  who  cannot  afford  to  escape  the  environment 
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around  them  will  once  again  bear  the  same  types  of  impacts  brought  to  the  city  by  the 
petroleum  mdustry  in  the  1930's.  the  Tobin  Bridge  in  the  1950-s  and  the  salt  pile  in  the 
1970  s.  ^ 


Chelsea  has  done  its  part  and  continues  to  work  with  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  to 
improve  efficiencies  at  Logan  Airport.  We  have  become  home  to  many  of  the  freight 
forwarders  who  once  populated  Logan  Airport,  and  we  have  developed  a  district  that 
allows  other  support  services  to  locate  off-airpoit.  We  certainly  understand  the  need  for 
the  region  s  largest  economic  engine  to  continue  to  spin-off  the  jobs  and  services  that 
make  Greater  Boston  one  of  the  most  attractive  areas  to  live  and  work.  However  like 
any  good  thing  taken  to  the  extreme,  we  remain  concerned  that  the  expansion  of  Logan 
Airport,  without  senous  consideraUon  and  resolution  of  the  tremendous  impacts  such  an 
expansion  will  have  on  the  residents  of  Chelsea  and  our  fellow  neighbors  so  situated  is 
unwarranted.  To  date,  we  have  not  seen  a  comprehensive  plan  that  provides  us  with 'the 

r    !■     TT''^  ^°  °^  community.  Of  course,  our  suspicions  are  reflectirof 
the  lack  of  action  that  has  taken  place  to  solve  the  impacts  we  already  have  m  om 
conununity.  The  city  has  not  seen  any  soundproofing  activity  in  more  than  a  decade  the 
trucks  keepmg  rolling  through  our  community  at  greater  levels  and  our  insistence  that  our 
residents  may  suffer  short-  and  long-term  health  problems  as  a  result  of  so  many  noxious 
activities  receives  little  attention.  noxious 

Perhaps  Logari  has  ab-eady  reached  its  capacity  to  serve  the  region.  The  regional 
sigmticance  of  more  passengers  and  more  cargo  requires  regional  solutions,  but  in  this 

expansion  proponents  are  suggesting  that  Logan  is  the  only 
answer.  The  City  believes  otherwise.  The  regional  discussion  needs  to  not  only  mclude 
airports  arid  highspeed  rail,  but  must  also  question  where,  in  a  world  that  continues  to 
grow  smaller,  does  Logan's  role  as  a  cargo  facility  go  into  the  fiiture.  Before  committing 
to  a  new  runway  at  the  expense  of  the  neighborhoods  that  have  long  existed  before  Log^ 
appeared,  we  should  have  a  more  in-depth  long-range  plan  to  manage  growth.  While  the 
cost  of  the  alternatives  and  the  impact  of  limiting  growth  may  be  substantial,  so  too  is  the 
impact  on  those  who  will  bear  the  brunt  of  the  negatives  that  the  new  runway  could  bring 
in  light  of  seeking  a  relevant  framework  for  discussion,  we  must  also  question  the 
validity  of  the  dated  data  presently  being  used  to  determine  both  the  so-called  delays  and 
the  rchef  bemg  offered  by  the  Logan  AIP. 

Most  importanUy.  we  certainly  feel  Logan  has  exceeded  its  abiUty  to  caU  upon  its 
neighbors  to  sacrifice  any  more.  Never  again  should  a  television  need  to  be  turned  up  an 
outdoor  conversation  need  to  be  interrupted  or  a  car  alarm  set  off  because 
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a  plane  is  flying  overhead  or  an  air  freight  truck  is  rumbling  by.  Gone  forever  should  be 
the  harmful  fumes  that  find  their  way  down  from  the  sides  and  into  our  bodies.  Perhaps 
policy  officials  should  consider  mitigating  the  existing  impacts  before  creating  even  more 
like  those  the  Logan  AIP  will  undoubtedly  create. 

Again,  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Chelsea  and  all  its  residents,  we  greatly  appreciate  your 
review  of  the  factors  I  have  raised  and  others  bemg  raised  by  concerned  citizens,  business 
officials  and  elected  and  appointed  leaders  alike.  Chelsea  is  eager  to  see  the  discussion 
on  alternatives  begin,  and  therefore  hopes  your  review  will  cause  our  questions  and 
others  to  be  thoroughly  investigated  and  acted  upon. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Guy  A.  Santagatc 
City  Manager 


James  Wickersham,  MEPA  Unit 
Senate  President  Thomas  Birmingham 
Representative  Eugene  O'Flaherty 
Congressman  Michael  Capuano 
Chelsea  City  Council  members 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  43 
City  of  Chelsea 
Guy  A.  Santagate,  City  IVIanager 


Code 

43.1 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


Comment 


We  fear  the  impacts,  both  real  and  perceived,  from  what  is  to 
be  an  incredible  increase  in  airport  operatons  and  related 
support  activities  under  the  Logan  AlP. 


43.2       Alternatives        Runway  14/32 


. . .  we  remain  concerned  that  the  expansion  of  Logan  Airport, 
without  senous  consideration  and  resolution  of  the 
tremendous  impacts  such  an  expansion  will  have  on  the 
residents  of  Chelsea  and  our  fellow  neighbors  so  situated,  is 
unwarranted.  To  date,  we  have  not  seen  a  comprehensive 
plan  that  provides  us  with  the  necessary  comfort  level  to 
believe  that  the  noise,  traffic  and  health  impacts  of  the  Logan 
expansion  will  be  mitigated  in  our  community. 


Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  85.4.  The  Preferred  Altemative 
will  not  create  additional  passenger  demand  or  flight  operations  at 
Logan  Airport  The  Preferred  Altemative,  and  specifically 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32,  would  not  increase  Logan  Airporfs 
normal  airfield  capacity  of  approximately  120  operations  per  hour. 
Instead,  Runway  14/32  would  allow  Logan  Airport  to  maintain  this 
capacity  during  periods  of  strong  northwest  winds  that  now 
require  controllers  to  operate  on  only  one  or  two  runways, 
compared  to  the  typical  three-runway  configurations  used  at 
Logan  Airport  The  runway  will  not  increase  Logan  Airporfs 
normal  operating  capacity,  nor  will  it  encourage  or  induce  an 
increase  in  aircraft  operations. 

The  runway  will  substantially  reduce  delays  that  occur  dunng 
northwest  wind  conditions.  Preventing  these  delays  will  represent 
a  real  benefit  to  the  passengers  and  airlines  that  cun'ently 
experience  them.  However,  because  these  v^nnd  conditions  and 
the  associated  delays  are  not  regular  or  predictable  and  cannot 
be  readily  anticipated,  it  is  not  expected  that  their  prevention  will 
stimulate  growth  in  Logan  Airport  passenger  demand  above  and 
beyond  the  rates  that  would  have  occun-ed  absent  the  runway. 
Instead,  growth  in  Logan  Airport  passenger  demand  will  be 
pnncipally  driven  by  local  and  national  economic  conditions, 
competition  and  pricing  within  the  airline  industry,  and  the 
distribution  of  airline  sendees  and  passenger  traffic  between 
Logan  Airport  and  the  surrounding  regional  airports.  The  broad 
range  of  forecasts  considered  in  the  Airside  Project  operational 
and  environmental  analyses  capture  any  potential  variation  in 
future  passenger  and  aircraft  activity  at  Logan  Airport.  The 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  these  altemative  forecasts 
have  been  evaluated  in  the  Airside  analysis  and  GEIRs. 
Implementation  of  Runway  14/32  would  not  result  in  substantial 
noise  impacts  in  any  community.  Rather,  it  would  enable  the  air 
traffic  controllers  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the  PRAS  goals  and 
decrease  the  population  Uiat  is  most  severely  affected.  For 
example,  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Altemative  will  reduce 
the  population  affected  by  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater 
than  70  dB  by  four  percent  with  the  29  M  Low  Fleet  scenano,  by 
67  percent  with  the  37.5  M  High  Fleet  scenario,  and  by  39 
percent  with  the  High  Regional  Jet  Fleet,  while  increasing  the 
population  exposed  to  Day-Night  Sound  Level  values  greater 
than  65  dB  by  two  percent,  zero  percent,  and  three  percent  for 
these  three  fleet  scenarios,  respectively. 
Refer  to  Section  6.2.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  and 
population  counts  presented  in  Tables  6.2-3  through  6.2-1 2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  The  Preferred  Altemative  is  not 
expected  to  lead  to  an  increase  in  passenger  demand,  and 
therefore,  it  will  have  no  effect  on  congestion  or  delays  on  Boston 
area  highways.  Public  health  status  reports  were  available  for  the 
City  of  Boston;  however,  comparable  public  health  reports  were 
not  available  from  the  Public  Healtii  Departments  of  Chelsea, 
Revere,  and  Winthrop.  A  review  of  tiie  available  information  did 
not  indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to  the 
airport,  nor  did  it  ideritify  hearing  loss  as  a  public  health  concern. 


Letter  43:  City  of  Chelsea,  Guy  A.  Santagate,  City  Manager 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 

43.3 


Topic  1 

Regional 
Transportation 


Topic  2 

Cargo 


Comment 

...The  regional  significance  of  more  passengers  and  more 
cargo  requires  regional  solutions... The  regional  discussion 
needs  to  not  only  include  airports  and  high-speed  rail,  but 
must  also  question  where,  in  a  world  that  continues  to  grow 
smaller,  does  Logan's  role  as  a  cargo  facility  go  into  the 
future.  Before  committing  to  a  new  mnway  at  the  expense 
of  the  neighbortioods  that  have  long  existed  before  Logan 
appeared,  we  should  have  a  more  in-depth  long-range  plan 
to  manage  growth. 


43.4     ;  Delay 


Model 


...[W]e...also  question  the  validity  of  the  dated  data 
presently  being  used  to  determine  both  the  so-called  delays 
and  the  relief  being  offered  by  the  Logan  AIR. 


43.5     :  Mitigation  Initiatives 


...policy  officials  should  consider  mitigating  the  existing 
impacts  before  creating  even  more  like  those  the  Logan  AlP 
will  undoubtedly  create. 


Response 

Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  a 
discussion  of  the  specific  role  played  by  the  regional 
transportation  alternatives  and  steps  that  Ivlassport  has  taken 
to  foster  use  of  these  alternatives.  Massport  has  long 
recognized  and  has  been  a  proponent  of  options  to 
Logan  Airport.  Together  with  the  regional  airports,  Massport 
has  implemented  a  regional  strategy  to  enhance  the  use  of 
options  to  Logan  Airport.  In  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
Massport  identified  up  to  7.3  million  annual  passengers  that 
could  be  absorbed  by  regional  alternatives  that  include  use  of 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and  Worcester  Regional 
airports,  as  well  as  the  new  high-speed  rail  to  New  York.  In 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport  recognizes  that 
these  developments  will  slow  Logan  Airport's  passenger 
traffic  growrth.  Logan  Airport  may  not  achieve  the  37.5  million 
passenger  forecasts  until  after  2010,  but  rather  closer  to 
2015,  and  the  45  million  passenger  forecasts  may  not  be 
achieved  until  after  2020.  While  regional  alternatives  can  play 
an  important  role  in  reducing  the  rate  of  future  traffic  growth 
at  Logan  Airport,  they  do  not  address  Logan  Airport's  inability 
to  efficiently  accommodate  current  levels  of  demand  dunng 
northwest  wind  conditions.  Runway  14/32,  which  is  designed 
to  correct  the  problem  with  Logan  Airport's  layout,  is 
necessary  to  correct  this  deficiency  and  provides  clear 
benefits  at  current  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These  benefits  will 
only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at  the 
regional  airports  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growrth  at 
Logan  Airport. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act..."  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7, 1999. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs'  Certificate  on  the 
ENF  directed  Massport  to  "discuss  [these)  off-airport 
alternatives  and  analyze  the  potential  each  has  to  divert 
passengers  and/or  cargo  from  ...  Logan  Airport." 
Cargo  operations  were  not  specifically  analyzed  because 
they  account  for  only  two  percent  of  aircraft  activity  at 
Logan  Airport  and  since  most  all  cargo  aircraft  operate  during 
off-peak  hours,  cargo  operations  do  not  contnbute  to  delays 
at  Logan  Airport. 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occurred 
dunng  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  histoncal  perspective 
to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model 
calibration.  The  analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  has  been  updated  to  include  modeled  delay 
results  for  1998  to  provide  more  current  context  to  airfield 
conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of  the  delay 
analysis  and  discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at 
Logan  Airport. 

Refer  to  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  for 
the  status  of  Massport's  mitigation  programs  and  to  Chapter  8 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  proposed 
Airside  Project  mitigation  measures. 


Letter  43:  City  of  Chelsea,  Guy  A.  Santagate,  City  Manager 


April  8,  1999 


LETTER  44 


To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 


The  majority  and  the  focus  of  my  presentation  today  will  address  the 
mconstancies  and  inadequacies  of  the  proposal  before  us  as  they  relate  to 
the  Qty  of  Chelsea.  I  will,  before  the  April  2^  deadline,  submit  a  more 
comprehensive  written  comment. 

First,  I'd  like  to  address  the  issue  of  the  noise  impact  assessment.  In  order 
to  go  forward,  it  is  necessary  to  look  back.  I  first  started  examining  the 
noise  contour  shortly  after  I  bought  my  home  in  the  Historic  Waterfront 
District  m  1996.  After  becoming  elected  to  represent  District  8,  one  of  the 
communities  that  will  be  most  heavily  impacted  if  this  proposal  is-^TK^ 
authorized  I  had  the  opportunity  to  attend  a  public  hearing  witK?AA  and 
Massport  No^e  Abatement  and  Aviation  Planning  Officials.  It  was  at  this 
meeting  m  1998  and  through  several  communications  between  myself 
Senator  Kerry's  Office  and  the  FAA,  that  I  learned  why  Chelsea  is  ' 
considered  just  outside  the  65  dNL  noise  contour.  It's  because  Massport 
submitted  a  map  to  the  FAA  based  on  a  prediction  made  by  a  computer 
model  that  has  consistently  underestimated  the  noise  level  in  our 
community.  The  proof  is  in  the  GEIR,  and  I  will  submit  copies  of  my 
communications  with  the  FAA  along  with  this  statement.  Fact  is  that 
actual,  that  is  measured  noise  results  in  Chelsea  have  been  year  after  year 
above  65  and  the  predicted  number  used  by  Massport  to  assess  the  noise 
impact  on  the  community  is  below  65.  How  convenient. 

Without  an  accurate  noise  assessment  the  true  impact  of  health 
environment  and  real  estate  value  effects  can  not  be  clearly  defined 
making  any  mitigation  offer  unreasonable.  Based  on  the  fact  that  M'assport 
IS  using  the  same  process  to  measure  noise  impacts  that  they  have  in  black 
arid  white  and  m  public  admitted  is  not  accurate,  and  based  on  the  fact 
that  the  FAA  recognizes  the  predicted  noise  levels  are  less  than  actual 
noise  levels,  the  draft  EIR  should  be  rejecied. 

Further,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  noise  monitor  location  (figure  5.24)  on 
page  5-13  indicates  there  is  a  permanent  noise  monitor  on  Admiral's  Hill 


and  then  foTo^y  one  vet     '  '^^'^  ^  -ce  1991, 


presentafon  to  the  Chekea  Qt^  Coundl M^chT  1999  Mass 

from  1.5ro'to^7M  a  4U%"nc^^^^^^^^  ™ 
large  enough  that,  elen  using  SersIatedTelTer""'  " 
1 100  hotnes  w.H  be  ehg.ble  fot  30^^.  tTed 

F.'VA  Ordet  sToolfi  A  °J   '       "  '^'Sible  for  ftinding  due  to 

devastafngly  enough  to  .ualSy  Th  EIR  cond:^^  '""T'^ 
in  the  highest  noise  exposed  ^pulat  JL^^  J  jj^r 
(soundprooftng),  the  low  .ncome  and  minotity  populaCwill  not 

accutate,  asV  EPA  CeitaJs'^l^^X 

concentration  and  people  below  poverty  levelnhnw  Th»  ?m°  ^  , 
conflicts  with  President  Clinrnn'.  P  -i^SSS^^'^"  ^"^  ^  conclusion 

12898,  which  Jt^^lSd^^^^^^^  Order 
health  injustices  that  LTve  oceuned  i"^L7'%°''""'T^"^^' 
To  demonstrate  this  1  haveX ^^iM  ati;^^^ 
on  the  extent  of  industrial  pollution  in  Che  sT^Trs '  efatt  to  tLT" 
ocioeconomic  status  of  Chelsea  Residents.  Essentially,  tt  4  "age 
environxnental  justice  analysis  contained  within  the  eIr  does  nof 

y  an^ysis  .s  a  yet  an^^^^' ^ ^  oT£ -^C.t'h-:^ 


*  Alternatives  under  discussion  such  as  a  comprehensive  neak  ho„r  nn> 
analysis  usmg  a  range  of  operations  per  hour  levels  ii^tead  of  rh.T  T  ' 

harrn  Way.  '     """^'"^  Soldier's  Home  -  out  of 

IJatetTthirent  ^'^^  ^'^^  »  or 

mmgate  for  th.s  endangered  species  is  inadequate  and  indefinite 

thele  L  W""'  "  "^'""'^  "--Vs  unidirectional  status  - 

lon^di^o^'  "^"'^  '        ^  '^--■^  -fleet  current 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  and  I'm  sure  many  more,  I  encourage  you  to  find 
he  proposal  before  us  today  functionally  inadequate  and  1  wouTd 
respecAilly  request  that  a  new  draft  document  should  be  requ.red  before 

surrounding  communities  like  Chelsea.  ^ 
Sincerely, 

Preston  G.  Galameau,  Jr  Qj 
Councillor  District  8 
Chelsea,  MA 


Chelsea  City  Council 

Gty  Hall 
500  Broadway 
Chelsea,  MA  02 ISO 
(617)  889-8210 

Wednesday.  July  01.  1998  7)  889-6349  Fax 

The  Honcxatte  John  F.  Keny 
United  States  Senafor 
One  BcNJboin  Square 
Tenth  Fkxx 
Boston.  MA  02114 

Dear  Senator  Keny  ; 

Waterfront  CHstrict  I  wrote  to  th  jS^^fJT^  purchasing  my  hcr^  m  ,he  Hktoric 

hmdiness  of  Constituent  Se^^,^t^J^      ^^^'^  of  relief.  |  was  impressed  JhO^ 

and  the  FAA.-  '^Si^'^Tn  ^^'^^S'tT'  ^  -^Pl^^S^by 
ellglDle  (or  federal  funding  -  i  have  n^^^^  ^  of  the  65  DNL  contour  and  thus  not 

"^Zii^^dS^ii^TS  t^S^-^i^^-  everythir^  ,  codd  about 

Monrtorr^  System"  on  AdrS^s^j,,  I^^^' 

*^>ove  65  m  every  year  bade  tt^n>ul  ^^^^^n?a^^  ""^^  ^""^  '^e^3  (DNL's) 

resulting  fr^  Logi  Airport  I  aS^^W  if^^^  ^'"9  P^'^^ion 

year,  does  Chelsea  not  qualify  for  as^^^TT^^^^^^^  the  65  DNL  level  year  after 
Department  of  Transpor^on  gJd^S^L^^  Follow<ng  FAA. 

based  on  f orecJaSTop^^'tr^^  f^tS^ST^^^^  ^  ^  nolselx^Sire  map 

.5  not  hard  10  figure  out  Why  ^>e  desaia^nf  r.L^^'^   IP^^? II 

model  to  more  accurately TefleC  reaffXT^s  IndeSfi^^S^^.T^  ^  "« <°  ""^  the 

residents  of  D,s(nct  8  explain  X  Cl^si  ^^"L^JSL'J  >epresemat«e  of  the 

e«p.»n  tf«  to*  as  ^^yZ^^^tl!^  '£^SZ  ^  ^  ~ '° 

'  rest^^irf  ^  ycx.  f^ly  i^e^gate  ^Is  „^er  on  ^,^y^oo^,^  ,„ 

Sincerely. 


Preston  G.  Gcrfameau.  Jr 
Disthct  8  City  Councilor 
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Table  6-5  presents  a  comparison  of  the  measured      values  at  each  in^t^W^ 

IcTs^th         n  """^  ""'^  -tes  contribute  fa.- 

less  to  the  overall  sound  levels  than  the  aircraft  noise.  «^urera. 

Table  6-5 

Cooiparison  of  Measured     Values  to  INM-Computed  L.  Values  for  1996 


Ji^  Location 

1 


7 


10 


Androwt  Stn^'i,  South  End 

2  B  and  Bolton,  Sou*  Boston 

3  Day  Btvd.  nea.-  Fa/ragut.  South  Boston 

4  Bayview  »pd  GoncMow.  Winthrop 

5  Hartxjfview  arc  Faun,  Wimhrop 

6  Somerset  and  Jchnson,  Winttirop 

7  Lonng  Road  near  Coua  Winthrop 

8  Morion  and  Angela.  Winthrop 

9  BayswatET  and  Annavoy.  East  Boston 
0       Bayswatflf/Sha>»sh€en.  East  Boston 

11  Onent  Heights,  East  Boston 

12  East  Boston  Yacht  Out) 

13  East  Boston  H)Ch  School 

14  Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Qub,  East  Boston 

15  Admirafs  HiB,  Chdsea   

1 6  Bradstreet  and  Sales,  Revere 

17  Carey  Cinde.  Revere 

18  U.S.C.G.  Recr^jonal  Facfrty.  Nahant 

19  Smith  Lane,  Swampscotl 

20  Pond  and  Towns  Court,  Lynn 

21  Tremont  near  Piwcon,  Everett 

22  Magoun  near  Thateher,  Medferd 

23  MyrtebanK/Hitop,  Dorchester 

24  Cunningham  Parte.  Mirton 

25  Squaw  Rode  Parle.  Qurcy 

26  Hu«  High  SchooC  Hu8 

30  Pie;3  Parte.  East  Boston  

"Stoles  panaJdaizncritafaopwi6ona<  lor  Uyw 


1996  Measured 

1996  rar- 

66.4 

60.7 

69.0 

66.4 

0D.O 

64.2 

78,8 

79.0 

71  .r 

71.4 

71.1 

67.7 

73.8 

76.4 

67.8 

67,2 

75.7 

72.5 

70.8 

66.3 

66.4* 

62.1 

72.7 

73.8 

66.5 

54.3 

66.9 

64.4 

63.5 

61.4 

72.3 

69.8 

66.7 

59.5 

66.7* 

49.3 

56.7 

46.5 

59.9 

51.0 

60.7 

532 

60.0 

482 

62.5 

S3.7 

60.6 

51J 

57.9 

49,9 

63.6 

562 

63.6* 

61.7 

6-24  Noise  Abatement 


SINKING.  MOUSJNC.  AND 

BnitEd  3tatEs  Senate 

WASHINGTON,  DC  20510-2102  "^fiEiCN  aewnoNs 

INTlluCeNC; 
SMALL  3L.SI.\ess 


Ons  Bowdoin  Scuare 
Tench  Floor 
Boscon,   MA  C2lia 
(=17)  55F-851S 

J'^-y  21,  1993 


Mr.  Preston  G.  Galarneau 
Discricc  8  City  Counci-Qr 
Chelsea  City  Counc--'  i 
City  Hall 
500  Broadway 

Chelsea,  Massachusetts  02150 
Dear  Mr.  Galarneau: 


-v  ..ly  o.rica  made  co  che  F.^J\.. 

I  thank  you  for  your  oatience  anH  ^  i 

correspondence  on  this  issu-            ,       v,  forward  you  future 

regarding  this  matter,   pie^^e  all/T  J""^  ^^^tions 

office  at    (617)    565-8519  ^ternman  of  my  Boston 


J?K/mss 


erely, 

y 

'^John  r.  Kerrv 
United  States^  Senato; 


U.S.  OeparTment  m    ,-  . 

of  rronspcxtotlon  •  ^"^land  Reg.on 

-  ^  '         "A'and  Executive  Parte 

Federal  Aviation  Burlington,  ma  OI803.5299 

Administration 


JUL  16  1998 

The  Honorable  John  F  Kerr>- 
United  States  Senator 
One  Bowdoin  Square 
Tenth  Floor 

Boston.  Massachusetts  02114 
Dear  Senator  Kerrv: 


Galameau^         y  ' .  '  ssa.  letter  to  you  from  Chelsea  C,ly  Ccurclor  Preston  G. 


difference.  "  L-^we- i_...is  suc.^  as  65  ONI  pynio^nnM^..,  ^^^^  ^^^.^ 


contour  renects  the  nLrenv,ronm/n,^^^^^    °  soundproofing  el,gib,llty.  Th.s  no.se 
requirement  to  DhaseTu^  nZl  T        .  "'"'^  '°         ""^P'^nce  with  me 
are  conrned  .hafscarce  esou  c^^s'^r^rrL^'^'r  ^  - 
residences  that  would  nolonger  need  Ln.r,^^^^^^^      T  V"'"""  =°""*'°°'-g 
.h  aircraft  operations  would  cfuse"  ™s:rt:u:^re:pa:d  Igar^' 

soundproofinq^fc;::;^tlv  el.o.hiP  hn^fo    J    ;  '  ®  ^^^^  progress  on  residential 

ongo-ng  for  severaTmo   ^e       A  ou^^ 

recognized  that  the  l,st  of  e'gL  horn^s  w  H^^^^^^^^^  '^^^^^  ^° 

Improvement  Program  (%PUund.?h  ^  ^'^^^^  ^^'^  ^^^''^^'^  '^'^Po^ 

rrogram  (AIH)  funds  that  can  oe  provided  on  an  annual  basis. 


Should  Chelsea  become  eliaiblp  at  n^rf  * 

be  part  of  the  on-going  list  of  eliqibl  hom- new  noise  exposure  map.  they  too  must 
soundproofing  program  in  the  New  In^  hT^''-  °"  ^  *^  ''^  ^^e  largest 

providing  AlP  funds  on  an  annua,  basi  n     f  1,°".^'     '^^^        successful  ,n 
of  the  AlP.  ^°P^^^"y  fhat  w,ll  continue  with  reauthonzat/on 

Sincerely, 


»oert  Bananowicz 
Regional  Administrator 


BANKING.  MOUSING  AMI 

^lA      -        J     rV  URBAN  AFFAIRS 

BnitEd  3tatE8  Senate 

WASHINGTON,  DC  20510-2102  foaeign  relations 

INCELUGENCX 
SMALt  BUSINESS 


One  Bowdoin  Square 
Tenth  Floor 
Boston,   MA  02114 
(617)  565-8519 

September  3,  1998 


Mr.   Preston  G.   Galarneau,  Jr 
District  8  City  Councilor 
Chelsea  City  Council 
City  Hall 
500  Broadway 

Chelsea,  Massachusetts  02150 
Dear  Mr.  Galarneau: 


Regarding  your  correspondence,    enclosed  vou  will  fir,^ 
response  to  an  inquiry  my  office  made  to  ?he  F^.  ^ 


correspond^ncron'^LrL^Sr^^jrvSfh^'''  ^^^^^ 

regarding  this  matte"  please  caf/Sark T  It^^""''?"" 

office  at    (617)    565-8519  Stemman  of  my  Boston 


erely , 


John  F.  Kerryj 
United  States^  Senator 


JFK/mss 


Department  New  England  Region 

ofTransportQtKxi  12  New  England  ExecubVe  Parte 

Federal  Aviation  Buriington.  ma  01803-5299 


Administration 


Congressional  Courtesy  Copy 


AUG  2  8  1998 

The  Honorable  John  F.  Kerry 
United  States  Senator 
One  Bowdoin  Square 
Tenth  Floor 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02114 


Dear  Senator  Kcny: 

We  are  responding  to  your  letter  of  August  10  1 998  which  wj,.  wr,>t«        r  „ 

letter  of  July  16.  1998.  to  Chelsea  City  Counclr  SsTon  G  Ga  aTe.  v'  "^""'"P 

two  points  stated  in  our  letter.  Galameau.  Your  letter  addresses 

•   was  quoted  from  an  env,r_u"d;^^^^^  ^       -"'-'^l       >h,s  ,e™ 

-n>us.  we  cannot  state  with  cena.nty  what  t^l^t^^r  H  ?  f  Adm.nistration. 

push  hard  for  these  fundi  ^  ^°n^'nue  to 


Sincerely. 


Robert  S.  Bartanowicz 
Regional  Administrator 


Please  advise  if  you  want  mc  to  distribute  any  of  the  above,  and  to  whom. 


T.  Kinton  (w/o  enclosures) 
K.  Dillon  (w/o  enclosures) 
T.  Butler  (w/o  enclosures) 
D.  Steele  (w/o  enclosures) 
N.  Timmcrman  (w/o  enclosures) 


TOTAL  P. 03 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Betty  Desrosiers 

FROM;       Emilio  Favorito 
DAHE:        23  November  1998 

RE:  GALARNEAU  SURVEY  DATA/  RESULTS 


-A 


-B- 


Attachcd  please  find  the  data  and  analysis  re<:i)Ifc  frrirr,  •  • 

conduced  at  City  Councillor  PreT^a^^'^s  re^de^^^^  ^"f 
r«,ue.tcd.  The  sutvey  span.  ,hc  ,6^ay  tin,e  period  ^:^Oall^^:o'Zl:,^n^  " 

The  following  items  are  attached: 

-C-    "RUNWAY  _CONFIGimATIOt.'  Repoa  (3  pages)  provides  the  ™„way  configurations  u, 
use  for  the  time  penod  in  question.  gurauons  in 

-D.    ■•^U^^COMFARJSON  (5  days)"  (5  pages)  essentidiy  takes  the  •'INTERVAL 
REPORT .  GaJameau  and  adds  in  tiie  Leq  and  Lmax  data  from  tlte  permanent 

Jv^ilSs'ld"  ""^  ^'-^^-^  T^ey  are 

iifd^'^rP^'^^  P»S=^)  "^'^        d«a  for  each  of  the 

mdmdu^  no,se  evenu  a.  that  location  that  exceeded  the  monitor  thr^oa 

-F-     "RMS  15  EVENTS"  (3S  pages)  provides  similar  informaUon  for  the  permanent 
Lnelsea  noise  monitor.  «"'»^'«. 

From  item  'T)"  the  foUowing  obs«vations  can  be  made: 


(J)     When  configuration  33/27  is  in  use  houHvT-^.-  /-l  i 

high  volume  periods  of  the  day.  ^  ^^'^'^  ^  ^'^^  ^O's  during 

(2)  When  Runway  33  is  being  used  for  deoanurp*  m,^-  •  . 

mid-90  dB  A  range,  and  can  exceed  100  dBA  *        """^  '"'"^  ^^^n  the 

(3)  Not  un-expeaedly.  noise  levels  from  Runwav  33  Hpn»r+„r. 

the  Galameau  residence  than  at  the  pennanem  Z'or  ^^e  Sts'ZThI'  '''1' 
the  aircraft  overflying  the  GaJameau  residence,  which  s  do.L  rn  l""^''  "^'^"^^ 

monitor.  ^  ^^"^  to  the  ajrpon  than  the  permanent 

Please  advise  if  you  want  me  to  distribute  any  of  the  above,  and  to  whom. 


T.  Kinton  (w/o  enclosures) 
K.  Dillon  (w/o  enclosures) 
T.  Butler  (w/o  enclosures) 
D.  Steele  (w/o  enclosures) 
N.  Timmerman  (w/o  enclosures) 


TOTPL  P.? 3 


INDUSTRIAL  POLLUTION, 

CHELSEA 


AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  SURVEY  BY 
THE  MASSACHUSETTS  TOXICS  CAMPAIGN  FUND 


November  1996 


Funded  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  .Agency 


INDUSTRIAL  POIXUTrON  IN  CHELSEA 


Summary 


From  1987  to  1994,  as  pan  of  noriMl  production  inA.crrioi 
tha:  they  released  666,188  pouods  of  tox^c  reSi^oTe  ^''^^^ 
each  year.  Nearly  all  of  thiramount  was  rdZZT.^T      ="™-omnent,  or  83,274  pounds 
releases  were  made  of  three  toxic  chen.  J^Tn  S  '''''  ^ 

three  chem^cds  ca.  senously  damage" 

^d^a.  area  in  the  „o..e^en>  ,1  :^XtJtl:Z7Tci:^^r'' 
pouods  Of  .el.  T^ese  compar^es  are  located  n-aml^al:^ H^lTv"  ^e^^^ 

turned  up  a,  th;  WilUams  a.d  st  rdeff  Scho^s^^  concenuauons  of  lead  a.d  other  tox^s  were 

Chelsea  IS  home  to  44  toxic  waste  sites  also  calle<l  "7 1  it" 
wcstem  irtdustnal  area  (oear  Everett)  iid  ifi^     Z  ^  "^""^  throughout  the 
these  s,tes  contai.  hazardous  w^e  w^e  mo~  "'"^  ^e^^o-.^ome-of 

^  ■Vowr^.ds".  Most  of  these  s^e^  .I's^ZtT^^^Z^T  ""^  ^= 

■  Higher  levels  of  poUuuon  appear  v^'^^2'TT  ^.""'"^ 

low  ir,come  residents  -  parrioSy  inTow-^c^  ITS        f  7"^  '  °f 

^d^st^al  ccntam^adon^are  fo.  J„  ler^mrn^rLt  "  '  ^"^^  °^ 

Scope  of  the  Study 

sooo  Jn^r  rsTch^^^^^^^  -  poss.le  .ela.on  :o 

to  .S.  L  -.^e^roS:  ^^^.r^:^  --e.  .e 

the  extent  of  lead  contamiiunoti  and  its  heaJth  effl4  •  '^"^^ 

between  lead  poisoning  and  a  general  lack  of  edu<^on  abnt  I  Tf^^  '''''  link 

.ean.  a^ong  low  .<^tne  resident.  t^W  ^^d^t^.^.^ 

.     ^"^'^eexamme  the  extent  of  industrial  toxic  rdeS.nTr^^  ,  • 
soaoeconomic  status  of  Chelsea  residents  IndustriaJ^H  .  ,  '° 

in  several  ways:  mdustnal  and  commeraaJ  pollution  in  Chelsea  occurs 

en.uon.em  each  year  to  thfu.S.  Ht^ol^^^l^^l^^^^^^  ^  '^'^ 

compiled  :mnuaIJy  in  the  feder^  Toxic  Rdease  Wo^  ^  "^°"°^^on  is 

2)  As  an  acddentaJ  release  or  spin  These  are  ^r^rrU 
releases  over  the  period  of  one  year,  a/is  repo^  b  T;      f""™""'  °^ 

.esereleasesarereportedasJem'erg^-SaltV^^-^f^r^^^^^^^ 


«"™un,ty.  oot  actually  released  into  the 

Reported  Toiic  Releases  from  iDdustriaJ  Pr„w 
.       A^ordingtothefedctalTo^cTdl^rr  " 
^^cam  bd>«n-a..  to.c  releases  s^^  IT^/kI"'^.^'^  «Perienc=d 

Jc..  and  Glyptal.  Inc.,  UiZZ^t^^^^^^-       '^^^  ^^^L  ca^e  fro. 

^.J-f  SL  *^.Te,^ir^ d?a.^^i-^^^  0.  cWals  .to  the 

>'54.  Tl^eccmpany-s^jor  pollutants  are'X'^dtorer""'  P"™*  " 

Accidental  Releases  or  Spills:  Emergency  and  Non  r 

coastal  OJ  (at  Chelsea  Dock)  ^leased  50.040  pounl'^K^-^"  P"™"^  °f  m  1993 

Tho-e  were  numerous  smaller  199". 
^r/r         -  -^^^^b;  chetnicals  in  the  past 

Table  « locates  these  smaller  release  h7.  of  EnviromBental  Protection 

^:^d-r "  -pp^-^.s"»?5ir 

^leum  hydrocartwns.  Several  releases  are  n™-,M  ™^  °f  "^=1  oil  or 

XoT'l  '  ^""^  °^P^°'-»  hy^o'^io      °  ^'-'"'^School  (7fi  Con^Ls  Ave  ) 

>  at  the  Wilhams  School  (170-180  Walnut  St.)  i^  s^.tt"™""  P^'' 


Waste  Sites 


Chelsea  is  home  to  44  "2 J E"  waste 

-a^e,  whJc  seven       conu.n  noa-pJnokZ  ""T  """^  P«^°'«™ 

petroleum  and  ba^dou.  wa^e..  These  n^artT^?        "'""Z'  "^ntain  both 

Bur  „  appears  tha,  n,os.  of  the  sites  are  no,  doTe  ,o  bT    ,         "^"""""P  '"^  "'™«lia:fon*) 

Ltthographc  to  tbe  Chelsea  Housmo  Author^  ■°  Forbes 

tndastria,  .ea  a.d  tbe  northeastern  l^ZJ^'J^'J:^'''^'  ^  "^'^ 

'^yofA^e  sites  are  considered  ^,^o^^,!S*''^'''^"  ^r"- 
Jat^d.  contau,  abandoned  or  vacar.t  bujdmgs  ZZt^.  d  !?"  """^  °"  ^^ant 

contanunanoa  Brownfields  are  typicajiy  lot  ^otTv  ^  "  t^otieratfidegree  of 
^upertund"  (as  designated  by  tbeb  S  LLt^°      "-tatDmated  waste  sites,  such  as  a 
^  could  be  pu,  to  other  usi  after  an  effe^^o  ::^""?  ^"'^^  ''^  -  'ands 

these  brown^eids  n,  Cbeisea  after  tbey  ^:Z:^X^X'^t  i^  '° 

Toiic  Chemicals  Used  in  Industrial  Production 
in  addiuon  to  toxic  releases  and  waste  sii« 
..day-to^y  production  activities.  Table  7  shows  AeT^""'''""'      '""'^  ^''='^"ls  in  their 
chemicals  m  Chelsea.  Each-of-th-5?i,mp*  JL*'/°"^         !2-''i!??^  "^'t,  of  tone 
.0  cause  reproduct^e  damage  m  bum^Turtt^o™  E  ?  ''^-^^^  -fich-hi^;rbeSi  proven 
ogether  used  2,5, 1,424  pounds  of  reproducive  o^^"^"^  y'^'      ^^°n  Corp', 
documented  by  MASSPiRG  and  the  (Sreater  Bos^o^h"  ^  7  "  '^'S.  as 

Repomng  of  amoum  of  ,o«c  chemicals  b.  JZTcr^T"  Responsibility  (1996). 

.stnc,  legal  requirement;  reportmg  is  only  volu,^  -rZT    "  T^"""    '  ''^^"^  = 

Chelsea  especially  smaU  businesses,  L  proSv  u^.  ^  businesses 
repotrmgit.  P     '*'=' °"<='e=^g  toxic  chemicals  without 

Pollution  aj,d  Socio-Economic  Status 

The  most  significant  industrial  pollution  source,  ;„  rt.  i 
secuons,  m  close  pro«mity  to  residenuaj  nei^borbTods  anH     ^      '^'""^  "  "'^^ 
uaustnal  section.  The  northeastern  section  of  ,h.  J^.T!         "'^  'P^"'^  Poptiiated  western 
Perc^e  of  con^unibes  of  color  Uving  below  ^^t^  ^  ^Shest 

(«e  Table  9),  49%  of  Afiican-Ameticat^  50%  of  A  ">  '^^  Census 

poverty  line  in  Cosm  T^a  1605.  T^T^c^^it^'  ^'.^f  °f  Kspaics  lived  below  the  " 
releases  (from  tbe  Toidc  Release  Wo^^s^T^bTe^    ^M""        "f-"''"--  toidc 
are  three  auto  body  shops  and  two  dry  cle^eTnot^,?'         '"f^"*         action  of  the  city 
typ.cally  go  unreponed.  In  additio^  p-^^dd^  f "^^^        releases  which 
occurred  in  tbis  section  than  elsewhere  He  fi'"  ^-^^  and  leaks 

Percet.ageofHspamcs.^ib.owthepo:I^^-i^,r.?'-^^^^ 


Recommendations 


1)  The  Chelsea  Ere  Departraent  shouJd  Cher ir  tha  T«  ■  tt 

m  mdustriai  production)  against' their  files  in  order"  et^^^^^  """^  ^"^"^'^^  ^^^^'^^  Cosed 

2)  £^ct  status  of2  IE  waste  sites  should  L  J^^^ 

Deparnnent  of  Env^ooment^  Protecdoa  It  is  no  ci^ttT    ^'^^'^  ^^^'^^"^^ 
each  of  these  sites  is.  ^  ^°       <^Jose  to  completion  of  cleanu 


P 

s. 


3)  There  needs  to  be  far  bener  pubUc  acr^-cc  t«  •  f 
TheDep™  of  Environmental  Pro.'cc^onSe  °"  "'"^'^  "--^ 

G^tmg  acc«.  ,o  environmental  in&r^aon  at  oi^^fvl  '  "  "°' '"'^  "^'^  ^''""y 
average  citizen  does  not  have  tliis  kind  of  time        '^'"'^  time^onsuming  process;  the 

l?:rpLX:^C^-t^^^^^      f~        -  tra^^. 
biggest  releaser  of  toxic  chemicak  i=o  S  en^nr*      '  °°"  ^"P '°  '  9^2)  the 

Did  *e  company  move.  Bette^^Stg  rcS^  Ci^'^^S  1-ger  repotting 

ccmpame.  and  provide  that  infotmation'to  resid^lts     a  Xb^J"  ^""^^  'hese' 

neighhorLrjdth:  ::s"s;sirnt^^^^ 


For  further  information,  contact; 
Pnomas  Estabrook 

^^chusetts  Toxics  Campaign  Fund 
(617)666-1326 

or  write  us  ai- 
160  2nd  Street 
^^bridge,  MA  02142 


Ask  for  the  Wlw,^  of  Envtronmenta,  Protection,  (6 1 7)  292-5500 
reducn™^^r'  '"'^"^      ^  -  the  toxics 


0 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  44 
City  of  Chelsea 
Preston  G.  Galarneau  Jr.,  City  Councillor 


Code     Topic  1 

44.1  Noise 


Topic  2 


Comment 


44.2  Noise 


...  measured  noise  results  in  Chelsea  have  been  year  after 
year  above  65  and  the  predicted  number  used  by  Massport  to 
assess  the  noise  impact  on  the  community  is  below 
65...Without  an  accurate  noise  assessment  the  true  impact  of 
health,  environment  and  real  estate  value  effects  can  not  be 
cleariy  defined.... 


...it  should  be  noted  that  the  noise  monitor  location  (Figure 
5.2-1)  on  Page  5-13  indicates  there  is  a  permanent  noise 
monitor  on  Admiral's  Hill  in  Chelsea,  while  all  subsequent 
analysis  of  measured  noise  data  is  placed  at  "Shurtleff  & 
Essex,  Chelsea"  a  site  that  has  not  had  a  monitor  since 
1 991 ,  and  then  for  only  one  year. 


Response 

Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels  have 
been  reported  in  Logan  Airport's  vanous  GEIRs  and 
Annual  Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  close-in 
locations  were  significantly  reduced  in  1996  through 
modification  of  source  levels  to  better  account  for  over-water 
sound  propagation  and  apparent  use  of  higher  engine  power 
settings  than  are  normally  assumed  in  the  noise  model's 
database  (Refer  to  Appendix  F  of  the  Logan  Airport  1996 
Annual  Update).  In  1998,  differences  between  measured  and 
modeled  noise  became  even  less  when  ti/lassport  upgraded  its 
monitoring  system  and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by 
aircraft  -  a  metric  directly  comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure 
levels  predicted  by  the  noise  model.  At  sites  having  exposure 
levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this  improvement  to  the  monitoring 
system  brought  measured  and  modeled  DNL  values  to  within 
0.2  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to  Chapter  6  of  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)).  Massport  continues  to 
investigate  possible  causes  for  remaining  differences  (such  as 
from  hill  effects)  and  continues  to  pursue  FAA  approval  of 
noise  model  adjustments  that  would  permit  expansion  of  its 
sound  insulation  program  to  include  the  effects  of  terrain. 
Massport  also  expects  to  extend  eligibility  lines  to  include 
boundanes  that  follow  local  streets  rather  than  stnct  noise 
contour  lines.  Nevertheless,  Massport  continues  to  believe  that 
the  FAA's  INM  noise  model  used  in  the  Airside  Project  noise 
analyses  accurately  represents  expected  noise  exposure. 

All  the  tables  in  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  that 
indicated  that  Monitor  No.  15  is  at  Shurtleff  &  Essex  have 
been  changed  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  to  indicate 
that  Monitor  No.  15  is  at  Admiral's  Hill. 


Letter  44:  City  of  Chelsea,  Preston  G.  Galarneau  Jr.,  City  Councillor 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 
44.3 


Topic  1 

Environmental 
Justice 


Topic  2 

Impacts 


44.4 


Environmental  Impacts 
Justice 


Comment 

Another  area  of  the  EIR  that  is  inadequate  with  respect  to 
accuracy  and  thoroughness  is  the  4-page  evaluation  in 
Section  8.7  of  the  environmental  justice  issue.  Chelsea  will 
receive  the  brunt  of  the  short  term  negative  impacts  of  this 
proposal  should  you  see  fit  to  give  your  approval. .  The 
associated  increase  in  noise  is  large  enough  that,  even 
using  the  understated  predicted  noise  measures.  11 00 
homes  will  be  eligible  for  soundproofing. 


The  EIR  concludes,  "Given  the  reduction  in  the  highest  noise 
exposed  population  and  this  mitigation  (soundproofing),  the 
low  income  and  minonty  population  will  not  experience 
disproportonately  high  adverse  impacts'  in  comparison  to  ttie 
affected  population  as  a  whole.  This  analysis  is  neither 
ttwrough,  nor  accurate,  as  the  EPA  Census  maps  on 
population  density,  minority  concentration  and  people  below 
poverty  level  [in  Chelsea]  show.  The  EIR's  conclusion  conflicts 
with  President  Clinton's  Environmental  Justice  Executive 
Order  12898... 


Response 

The  Environmental  Justice  analysis  was  significantly 
expanded  in  Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Low-income  and  minonty  populations  were  defined  in 
accordance  with  Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S. 
DOT  Final  Order,  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's 
guidance  on  Environmental  Justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis 
of  low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include 
households  at  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  This  analysis 
found  that  there  is  no  high  and  adverse  disproportionate 
impact  to  low-income  and  minonty  populations  from  the 
Preferred  Altemative. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  bome  by  low-income 
or  minonty  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Altemative  is 
minonty,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minority  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Altemative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighbortiood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  experience  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
IS  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  Mitigation  of  the  increased 
noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  will  be  provided  to 
affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential  sound 
insulation. 

Low  income  and  minonty  populations  were  defined  in 
accordance  with  Federal  Executive  Order  12898,  the  U.S. 
DOT  Final  Order,  and  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality's 
guidance  on  environmental  justice.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of 
low-income  populations  was  expanded  to  include  households 
at  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The  data  presented  are  based 
on  the  most  recently  available  census  data  (1990)  using 
Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  technology  to  analyze 
impacts  at  the  most  detailed  level  possible.  Refer  to 
Sections  6.8.3  and  6.8.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for 
a  discussion  of  the  analytical  methodology  and  results, 
respectively. 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  bome  by  low-income 
or  minonty  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Altemative  is 
minonty,  compared  to  the  Suffoll(  County  minonty  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  expenence  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  The  minonty  and 
low-income  populations  in  South  Boston  and  East  Boston 
affected  by  the  Preferred  Alternative  65  dB  DNL  contour  are 
almost  identical  to  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  65  dB  DNL 
contour  for  the  Preferred  Altennative  does  not  extend  into 
Jamaica  Plain,  Roxbury  and  the  South  End.  Mitigation  of  the 
increased  noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  will  be 
provided  to  affected  communities  in  the  form  of  residential 
sound  insulation. 


Letter  44:  City  of  Chelsea,  Preston  G.  Galameau  Jr.,  City  Councillor 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

44.5  Alternatives 


Topic  2  Comment 

Peak  Period  Alternatives  under  discussion  such  as  a  comprehensive  peak 
Pricing  hour  pncing  analysis. .  .[should  use]  a  range  of  operations  per 

hour. . .  instead  of  the  single  higher  operational  threshold  that 
underestimated  the  delay  reduction. 


44.6       Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


Hanscom  should  not  be  ruled  out  as  a  piece  of  the 
regionalization  solution,  and  a  second  major  airport  should 
have  at  least  been  considered. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  analysis  of  PPP  examined  art- 
operations  threshold  of  1 10  operations  per  hour,  which  is 
already  below  Logan  Airport's  normal  operating  capacity  of 
120  operations  per  hour.  There  is  no  legitimate  operational 
justification  for  imposing  a  peak  penod  surcharge  at  an 
operation  level  significantly  lower  than  Logan  Airport's  normal 
operating  capacity  which  is  achieved  80  percent  of  the  year 
without  any  delays.  Even  at  75  operations  per  hour, 
Logan  Airport  would  be  subject  to  delays  from  northwest  wind 
conditions.  The  Airside  Project  analysis  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR 
and  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  indicates  that,  with  the 
Preferred  Altemative,  Logan  Airport  can  accommodate 
existing  and  foreseeable  future  levels  of  demand  without 
imposing  a  drastic  administrative  restnction  to  artificially 
revise  Logan  Airport's  existing  capacity. 

The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  found  that  "...the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  submitted  on  this 
project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
l^assachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act...".  Refer  to  the 
Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  on  the 
DEIR,  dated  May  7,  1999. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR,  specifically  considered  the  role  of  Hanscom  Field 
in  the  analysis  of  regional  alternatives.  Hanscom  Field,  which 
serves  as  a  general  aviation  reliever  airport  to  Logan  Airport, 
already  accommodates  a  significant  number  of  aircraft 
operations  (183,000  operations  in  1998).  The  Hanscom  Field 
activity  includes  private,  business,  charter,  and  air  taxi 
operations  that  might  othenwise  use  Logan  Airport.  Since  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  filed.  Shuttle  America,  a 
newly  founded  airiine,  began  commercial  scheduled 
operations  at  Hanscom  Field,  offenng  limited  turt)oprop 
sen/ices  to  short-haul  regional  mari<ets  -  Trenton,  Buffalo, 
Hartford  (discontinued),  Wilmington,  Delaware  (discontinued), 
and  Greensboro.  Shuttle  America  is  also  conducting 
operations  between  Hanscom  and  New  York 
LaGuardia  Airport.  While  Massport  supports  commercial 
service  at  Hanscom  Field  consistent  with  its  established  limits 
(60  seat  regulation),  Massport  believes  that  Hanscom  Field 
will  maintain  its  role  as  a  major  general  aviation  reliever,  and 
that  its  geographic  proximity  to  Logan,  Worcester  Regional 
and  Manchester  airports  will  prevent  its  development  as  a 
significant  commercial  airport.  Additionally,  commuter  airiines 
serving  Logan  Airport  are  unlikely  to  move  a  significant 
number  of  flights  from  Logan  Airport  to  Hanscom  Field,  since 
approximately  50  percent  of  passengers  on  Logan  Airport's 
commuter  flights  connect  to  other  Logan  Airport  flights  and  a 
significant  number  of  passengers  are  travelling  to  Boston. 
However,  any  new  commercial  sen/ice  initiatives  proposed  for 
Hanscom  Field  shall  be  reviewed  for  consistency  with  the 
Hanscom  GEIR  (HGEIR)  and  its  Annual  Updates,  and  shall 
be  considered  by  the  Hanscom  Area  Town  Selectmen 
(HATS).  Refer  to  Section  2.6  o/the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
for  a  discussion  of  Hanscom  Field. 
The  statement  referred  to  FAA  reported  (Opsnet)  delays, 
which  declined  from  19,838  in  1993  to  16,403  in  1998.  This 
decline  in  FAA  delays  was  supported  by  the  Airside  Project 
modeling  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  which  showed  a 
reduction  in  1998  delays  (120,000  hours)  compared  to  1993 
(185,000  hours).  Although  total  operations  were  neariy 
equivalent  (519,000  in  1993  and  514,000  in  1998).  the  fleet 
mix  and  demand  profile  were  significantly  different.  The  high 
delays  in  1993  were  pnncipally  caused  by  a  very  peaked 
schedule  with  hourly  operations  exceeding  120  per  hour. 


Letter  44:  City  of  Chelsea,  Preston  G.  Galameau  Jr.,  City  Councillor 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 
44.7 


Topic  1 

Noise 


Topic  2 

Model 


Comment 

. . .  Noise  and  air  quality  equipment  should  be  atong  flight 
paths.  Chelsea's  air  monitor  is  at  the  Soldiers  Home  —  out 
of  harm's  way. 


44.8      Ecosystems       Rare  Species 


Tfie  impact  on  the  Upland  Sandpiper.  The  plan  to  relocate  or 
mitigate  lor  this  endangered  species  in  inadequate  and 
irxtefinite. 


449 


Ground  Access  to 

Transportation     Logan  Airport 


...A  study  of  the  long-term  traffic  impacts  on  the  sun^ounding 
communities  should  be  as  comprehensive  as  possible. 


44.10  Alternatives 


Impacts 


A  benefit  cost  analysis  —  how  can  you  realistically  and 
honestly  mitigate  the  noise,  health  and  real  estate  costs  to 
residents. 


Response 

The  DEP  air  quality  monitoring  stations,  including  the  one 
located  in  Chelsea,  are  established  to  serve  multiple 
functions.  In  some  cases,  the  purpose  Is  to  record 
background  concentrations,  sometimes  to  evaluate 
neighborhood  conditions,  and  in  other  situations  to  measure 
the  impact  of  specific  sources  of  air  emissions.  The  Chelsea 
station  is  a  neighborhood  station  and,  therefore,  the  only 
relevant  data  to  the  airport  area  are  the  ozone  data.  By 
companson,  the  DEP  Bremen  Street  air  monitonng  station 
adjoins  the  airport  and  is  in  nearly  the  direct  path  of  one  of 
Logan  Airport's  runways.  The  data  from  both  stations  are 
reported  in  the  EIS/R. 

Massport  has  developed  a  comprehensive  on-site  and  off-site 
Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  mitigation  plan  in  close 
coordination  with  the  Massachusetts  Natural  Hentage  and 
Endangered  Species  Program  (NHESP)  for  loss  of  such 
habitat  at  Logan  Airport  from  construction  of  the 
Centerlield  Taxiway.  The  plan  stnves  to  enhance  protection 
of  remaining  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at  Logan  Airport 
without  increasing  the  aviation  safety  hazards  typically 
associated  with  birds  or  hazards  to  the  birds.  Additionally,  it  is 
expected  that  an  area  of  fonner  Upland  Sandpiper  habitat  at 
Camp  Edwards  on  Cape  Cod  will  be  restored  to  grassland 
habitat  by  removing  woody  and  shrub  vegetation  to 
encourage  enhancement  of  the  Upland  Sandpiper  regional 
population.  This  restoration  effort  provides  a  unique 
opportunity  to  expand  grasslands  in  the  Commonwealth  far 
exceeding  the  ±40  acres  to  be  lost  at  Logan  Airport.  In  the 
event  that  such  a  program  at  Camp  Edwards  is  not  available, 
an  appropnate  alternative  program  acceptable  to  the  NHESP 
will  be  developed  and  implemented.  Additional  details  of  the 
Upland  Sandpiper  mitigation  plan  are  presented  in 
Section  6.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 

The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  aircraft 
operation  or  passenger  demand  for  ground  access  services, 
since  the  project  will  not  induce  additional  passenger 
demand.  Refer  to  the  Logan  Airport1994/95  GE/fl  which 
includes  Massporl's  Ground  Access  Management  Plan  and 
forecasted  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled  for  the  37  5  million  and 
45  million  passenger  levels  that  were  studied  in  the 
Airside  Project  analysis. 

The  Airside  Pro|ect  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  respond  to  federal  and  state  scoping  directives 
and  applicable  FAA  environmental  orders  and  all  other  NEPA 
and  MEPA  requirements,  and  provide  appropnate  analytical 
content  for  assessing  alternatives. 

According  to  40  CFR  Part  1502  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  Regarding  Cost-Benefit  analysis "  for  purposes  of 
complying  with  the  act,  the  weighing  of  the  ment  and 
drawbacks  of  the  vanous  altematives  need  not  be  displayed 
in  a  monetary  cost-benefit  analysis..." 


Letter  44:  City  of  Chelsea,  Preston  G.  Galameau  Jr.,  City  Councillor 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 
44.11 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Runway  14/32 


Comment 

The  commitment  to  maintain  the  new  runway's 
unidirectional  status  —  there  isn't  one. 


44.12 


Analysis 
Assumptions 


Base  Year 


Data  used  for  this  analysis  is  over  5  years  old  and  doesn't 
reflect  current  conditions. 


Response 

The  Runway  14/32  concept  under  review  in  the^Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  allows  unidirectional  operations  only  {i.e.,  all 
aircraft  anivals  would  occur  over  Boston  Harbor  to  the 
Runway  32  approach  and  all  departures  would  initiate  from 
the  Runway  14  heading  out  over  Boston  Harbor).  State 
approval  under  MEPA  and  federal  approval  under  NEPA  will 
allow  Runway  14/32  to  proceed  only  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  the  stated  unidirectional  limitations.  Consistent  with  any 
such  approvals,  Massport  will  light  and  stripe  Runway  14/32 
to  accommodate  unidirectional  operations  only. 

Furthermore,  the  Ixation  of  proposed  Runway  14/32  involves 
physical  limitations  that  reinforce  the  unidirectional 
requirements  of  that  improvement  concept.  The  Hyatt  Hotel 
and  Conference  Center,  which  is  174  feet  high,  is  within 
1 ,300  feet  of  the  Runway  14.  The  location  of  the  Hyatt  Hotel 
and  Conference  Center  invades  applicable  FAA  approach 
surface  glide  slope  requirements,  thereby  precluding  arnvals 
from  the  west  to  the  Runway  14.  Another  factor  limiting 
westerly  operations  on  Runway  14/32  is  the  lack  of  available 
facilities  to  allow  aircraft  to  taxi  to  the  Runway  32. 

The  unidirectional  limitations  of  Runway  14/32  allow 
maximum  use  of  over-water  operations  and  thereby  limit 
operational  impacts  over  residential  areas.  To  strictly 
reinforce  these  important  environmental  benefits,  Massport 
has  designated  the  intended  unidirectional  limitation  on 
Runway  14/32  as  a  mitigation  measure.  We  anticipate  that 
any  state  and  federal  approvals  will  also  stnctly  reinforce  the 
unidirectional  limitations  intended  for  Runway  14/32. 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are 
not  based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occun-ed 
during  1993.  The  analysis  for  1993  was  included  in  the 
Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective 
to  the  delay  problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model 
calibration.  The  analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  has  been  updated  to  include  modeled  delay 
results  for  1998  to  provide  more  current  context  to  airfield 
conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer  to  Section  4.2  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  descnption  of  the  delay 
analysis  and  discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at 
Logan  Airport. 


Letter  44:  City  of  Chelsea,  Preston  G.  Galameau  Jr.,  City  Councillor 
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Chelsea  City  Council 

LETTER  45 


April  18.  1999 
Rohca  A.  Durand 

War"^^  ''•V^'  -^"''"^'^'^  ^'"'''^^  of  Envin.nmcn.al  Affair.  " 
100  Canihndge  .Street,  Room  2000  ^"^''^ 

Boston,  MA  02202 

II^eX^T"'  '•'-"■•"f  P^JCC  Ro„o„,  MA 


dry  Hall 

500  Broadway 

Chelsea,  MA  02150 
809-8210 


IS 


Dear  .Secrct:jry  Duraiid; 

CO....,,,  ^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

rca.o„,s  dialled  bdow.      trafc  1  'It  „r'"™'' "'='S'>1^°'"~'^^.  .he 

thcsand.  of  vehicles  tr.n  dl.n.   ver         ,      «    f  '^'^'''''''''-"'-^      ''""'''■'^''^  '■^f 
dcp..-.H.g  ove,-  heads.    s,i      c  I         J',  '^--"^ 

shores,  and  .n  on,l.u-J,i  of  heavy  ,ruc    r 'in  ' 

..ccp,  ...„„e.  a...„,r,,„  :;a^;;;n:f:'^r:s:  iihir  d"  °'  - 

underes,i,„atcd  ,he  a'.u^  ^l-  kv  s  S'„!r "'t' '  '"^  ""^--.ly" 
u..dcr«limale  i,  as  well.  We  all  eehh^  f  '  "r  ""^  ^"'^ly 
park  a„d  doc,  no,  help  .,s  as  we  ,ry  ,o  J  '  ZZ  ^Z:^":^"  "'7"""' 


45.1 


believe  it  islf  '       "f  immigrunK  -  alwuyf  "^6"  n  «  !  ^"""""™«>al 


^"P-t  ,cla,cd  l,u,vy  „uck  activity.  The  JriXf ,  ' 

docun«nlcd  by  tl,c  tPA.  y.,  ,|,.  Draft  '  °" 

-ore  truck  t.affic  ,.,d  oo„;..„„„  „"^,t,ta     "      ^""'"'^  -pae,.  of 

^^^^^ 

n«.  century.  The  proposed  "^P^r^^icZ^^^Z^':".'^""'"  r"-' 

'^^c.  rr  ti.  ntnwny .  buih.  y.ar.s  of  hard  .orrc::s"b:  ^1:;^':,,' ir,;.''^"* 


Sincerely. 


M'iril)  n  Portnoy 
Chol.scaCiiy  Councilor  •  Distnct  5 


CC;  Mr.  John  Silva.  l-A.\ 

Mr.  John  DeViJlars.  l£PA 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  45 

City  of  Chelsea,  Chelsea  City  Council 

Marilyn  Portnoy 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


45.1 


Noise 


Model 


Response 


. .  .the  method  used  to  measure  the  noise  impact  is 
inaccurate.  We  have  leamed  through  numerous 
conversations  with  Massport  and  the  FAA  that  the  yearly 
average  noise  level  "predicted"  by  the  integrated  noise 
model  has  consistently  underestimated  the  actual  noise 
levels  affecting  Chelsea.  The  use  of  the  same  model  to 
predict  the  impact  of  the  dramatic  increase  in  flights  over 
our  heads  will  surely  underestimate  it  as  well.  We  also  feel 
that  soundproofing  would  do  little  to  mitigate  the  noise 
impact.  Sound  insulation  does  not  protect  our  children  when 
they  are  playing  in  the  park  and  does  no!  help  us  as  we  try 
to  enpy  a  sea  breeze  through  open  windows  in  the 
summertime. 


Differences  between  measured  and  modeled  sound  levels  have 
been  reported  in  Logan  Airporf  s  various  GEIRs  and  Annual 
Updates  for  a  number  of  years.  Differences  at  closenn  locations 
were  significantly  reduced  in  1996  through  modification  of  source 
levels  to  better  account  for  over-water  sound  propagation  and 
apparent  use  of  higher  engine  power  settings  than  are  normally 
assumed  in  the  noise  model's  database  (Refer  to  Appendix  F  of  the 
Logan  Airport  1996 Annual  Update). 

In  1 998,  differences  between  measured  and  modeled  noise 
became  even  less  when  Massport  upgraded  its  monitonng  system 
and  began  to  report  noise  caused  only  by  aircraft  -  a  metnc  drectly 
comparable  to  the  DNL  exposure  levels  predicted  by  the  noise 
model. 

At  sites  having  exposure  levels  of  60  dB  or  more,  this  improvement 
to  the  monitonng  system  brought  measured  and  modeled  DNL 
values  to  within  02  dB  of  each  other.  (Refer  to  Chapter  5  of  the 
Logan  Airport  1998 Annual  Update).  Massport  continues  to 
investigate  possible  causes  for  remaining  differences  (such  as  from 
hill  effects)  but  believes  the  FAA's  INM  noise  model  used  in  the 
Airside  Project  noise  analyses  accurately  represents  expected  noise 
exposure.  Using  results  from  a  special  study  of  Terrain  Modeling 
analysis  ( 'tiill  effects!  in  Orient  Heights  and  Jeffnes  Point.  Massport 
applied  for  and  received  approval  to  apply  a  correction  to  1 999  . 
contours  to  account  for  increased  levels  in  Orient  Heights. 

Massporfs  FAA-approved  sound  insulation  program  is  only  one 
element  of  the  noise  abatement  program.  For  a  discussion  of  the 
noise  alDatement  program,  refer  to  the  discussion  in  the  Logan 
Airport  1994/1995  GBR  and  the  Logan  Airport  1998  Annual 
Update.  Massport  has  existing  actions  initiatives  underway  ttiat 
reduce  nose  impacts  on  nearby  communities,  including 

Noise  abatement  and  runway  use  restnctions; 

Explonng  means  of  extending  the  Logan  Aip)rt  sound  insulation 
program  through  innovative  investigation  of  hill  effects  on  sound 
propagation; 

Encouraging  growth  at  Worcester  Regional  Airport  and  other 
alternative  airports:  and 

Monitoring  and  improving  achievement  of  PRAS  goals. 


Letter  45:  City  of  Chelsea,  Chelsea  City  Council,  Manlyn  Portnoy 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code 
45.2 


Topic  1 

Environmental 
Justice 


Topic  2 
Impacts 


45.3 


Ground  Access  to 

Transportation  Logan 


Comment 

We  are  also  disturted  about  the  DEIR/S'  lack  of 
consideration  of  the  Environmental  Justice  issue  Chelsea  is 
a  City  of  immigrants... We  believe  it  is  not  coincidence  that 
we  have  been  targeted  with  the  bmnt  of  the  noise  impact  of 
the  proposal.  But  what  about  the  other  impacts  on  the 
low  income,  minonty  residents  of  Chelsea?  Nothing  was 
done  in  this  report  to  address  the  Environmental  Justice 
issue  regarding  the  negative  health  impacts  on  us. 


Nothing  has  been  done  to  determine  the  traffic  impacts 
assoaated  with  expected  increases  in  operations 
assoaated  with  this  proposal.  Chelsea  can  expect  nothing 
but  a  dramatic  increase  in  airport  related  heavy  tmck 
activity.  The  effect  of  these  trucks  on  health  is  well 
documented  by  the  EPA,  yet  the  Draft  EIR/S  does  not 
address  the  negative  impacts  of  more  truck  traffic  and 
congestion  on  Chelsea. 


Response 

Adverse  impacts  are  not  predominately  borne  by  low-income 
or  minority  populations.  Only  21  percent  of  the  population 
within  the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  is 
minority,  compared  to  the  Suffolk  County  minonty  population 
of  38  percent.  Less  than  two  percent  of  the  population  within 
the  65  dB  DNL  contour  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  has  a 
household  income  less  than  150  percent  of  poverty  level.  The 
additional  area  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour 
associated  with  the  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a 
predominately  Hispanic  neighborhood  in  Chelsea  which  is 
predicted  under  worst  case  assumptions  to  expenence  an 
increase  of  0.6  dB  or  less.  Under  FAA  standards,  this  change 
IS  not  a  significant  adverse  impact.  I^itigation  of  the  increased 
noise  within  the  65  dB  DNL  noise  contour  will  be  provided  to 
affected  communities  in  the  fom  of  residential  sound 
insulation. 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent 
to  Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in 
Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health 
status  reports  were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston;  however, 
comparable  public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the 
Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and 
Winthrop.  A  review  of  the  available  information  did  not 
indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to  the 
airport,  nor  did  it  identify  heanng  loss  as  a  public  health 
concern. 

The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  aircraft 
operations  because  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  Logan  Airport's  normal  airfield  capacity  of 
approximately  120  operations  per  hour.  In  addition,  cargo 
operations  account  for  only  two  percent  of  aircraft  activity  at 
Logan  Airport  since  most  all  cargo  aircraft  operate  dunng  off- 
peak  hours. 

Despite  strong  economic  growth  over  the  last  few  years  cargo 
operations  increased  by  less  than  two  percent  in  1999  and 
declined  by  1.2  percent  in  1998.  Some  cargo  is  now  being 
diverted  to  regional  airports  as  indicated  by  the  strong  growth 
in  cargo  services  and  our  cargo  activity  at  the  regional 
airports. 


Letter  45:  City  of  Chelsea,  Chelsea  City  Council,  Marilyn  Portnoy 


RocheUe  A,  Bennett 


LETTER  46 


April  21.  1999 


Secretary  of  EnvironmCDtal  Af&irs 
Attention:  MEPA  OfBce 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugslcy.  IV,  EOEA  NO.  10458 
1 00  Cambridge  Street,  20*  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:  EOEABleJNo-JiMSS 

Dear  Sin 

I  am  writing  to  cacprcss  my  concerns  regarding  proposed  new  Runway  1432  at  Logan  Aiipoit. 
I  want  to  preface  my  letter  by  saying  that  1  am  not  opposed  to  progress,  but  at  what  price?  Has 
Massachusetts  sunk  so  low  that  progress  is  higher  on  the  list  than  the  health,  safety  and 
environmental  injustice  of  its  citizens?  I  would  hope  not. 

Chelsea  is  approximately  1 .8  square  miles.  Within  the  boundaries  of  this  small  community, 
you  find  oil  farms,  asphalt  storage,  salt  piles,  air  freight  businesses,  a  fiir  tanning  business  the 
Boston  produce  center,  the  Tobin  Bridge,  the  MWRA  headwoilcs  and  several  park  and  fly  facilities 
The  City  is  also  a  cross  route  to  several  major  MBTA  stops.  Because  of  this.  Chelsea  experiences 
a  very  high  level  of  truck  (several  thousands  daily)  and  auto  (approximately  100.000  daily)  traffic 
which  I  beheve  has  an  extremely  detrimental  environmental  impact  on  the  community.  In  addition. 
Chelsea  is  surrounded  by  Logan  Airport,  Massport's  salt  pile  in  Charlcstown  and  the  Edison  Plant 
m  Everett.  Add  these  together  and  you  have  one  extremely  high  risk  area.  By  allowing  Logan 
Airport  to  expand,  the  EPA  would  be  driving  another  environmental  nail  into  our  cofiBn. 

When  the  Tobin  Bridge  was  built,  Chelsea  lost  179  taxable  properties  and  went  downhill  to 
thepomtofrecdvcrsbip.  Chelsea  is  now  on  its  way  back  up.  The  perception  to  the  outside  world 
IS  that  Chelsea  has  been  turned  around  and  is  a  desirable  place  to  work  and  live.  Property  values 
have  rebounded.  New  businesses  have  opened.  New  schools  have  been  builL  While  other 
communities  surrounding  Chelsea  have  flourished,  it  has  taken  Chelsea  more  than  50  years  to  o^x 
where  it  is  today.  If  you  aUow  Runway  1432  to  be  built,  it  could  put  Chelsea  back  into  the  rut  it  j^t 
chmbcd  out  of  but  this  time  Chelsea  will  never  n^ound.  The  new  runway  will  not  only  cause  people 
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Secretary  of  Enviionmcntal  Afl&irs 
Page  2 

April  21,  1999 


to  leave  fee  City,  it  wiD  lower  property  values  and  could  banqjer  fiituic  non-aiipart  businesses  from 
moving  ncre. 

.       *  "^^l  ^^^J-  ^  ™  '^^^  Masspoit'a  EIR  for  Runway 

ih^  ^  '  rK  ^  "°  compiled  by  all  of  the  surrounding  cties  and  towns  to  determine 
what  adverse  health  hazards  currcnUy  exist  in  each  community. 

TS^f  ^  "^^^       ^""^  P^^'  us  from  an  unhealthy  environment 

Therefore  after  rcadmg  the  above  and  after  reading  Executive  Order  No.  385, 1  hope  you  will  a^ee 
with  me  thai  more  studies  need  to  be  done  before  any  decision  is  made  on  Runway  1 432  •  and  ^e 
above  health  issues  are  not  enough  to  sway  you,  I  ask  that  you  find  the  draft  EIsW  ii;adequate 
because  It  uses  outdated  studie,,  does  not  adhere  to  FAA  modeling  and  shows  a  lack  of  alternative 
studies  for  a  regional  airport.  1  also  feel  that  the  residents  of  Chelsea  were  not  given  fair 
consideration  m  coimcction  with  this  project. 

Sincerely, 


46.3 

46.4 
46.5 


Rochclle  A-  Bennett 
Councilor- At-Large 


cc: 


Mr.  Robert  A.  Durand,  Secretary 
Mr.  John  C.  SiWa,  Manager  FAA 
Mr.  John  DcVillars,  EPA 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  46 

City  of  Chelsea,  Chelsea  City  Council 

Rochelle  A.  Bennett 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

46.1 

Ground 
Transportation 

Access  to 
Logan  Airport 

. .  .Chelsea  experiences  a  very  high  level  of  truck  (several 
thousands  daily)  and  auto  (approximately  100,000  daily)  traffic 
;  which  1  believe  has  an  extremely  detrimental  environmental 
:  impact  on  the  community. .  .By  allowing  Logan  Airport  to 
expand,  the  EPA  would  t^e  driving  another  environmental  nail 

^  into  our  coffin. 

i 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  increase 

L«apauiy,  uui  lauici  ii  wuulU  ijJilfciCI  d  bcncb  01  UcllCISnCIBS  In  IDc 

airfield  geometry  and  operation.  Massporfs  plans  to  handle  the 
ground  access  requirements  of  future  passenger  levels  are 
discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and 
its  subsequent  Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  Updates). 
The  Airside  Project  does  not  result  in  additional  aircraft  operations  i 
because  the  Prefen-ed  Alternative  would  not  increase 
Logan  Airport's  normal  airfield  capacity  of  approximately  1 20 
operations  per  hour.  In  addition,  cargo  operations  account  for  only  : 
iwu  yjviK^i  11  ui  dif^^idii  duiiviiy  di  LuydH  Mirpon  since  rrxjsi  an 
:  cargo  aircraft  operate  during  off-peak  hours.  j 
Despite  strong  economic  grovirth  over  the  last  few  years  cargo 
operations  increased  by  less  than  two  percent  in  1 999  and 
declined  by  1 .2  percent  in  1 998.  Some  cargo  is  now  being 
diverted  to  regional  airports  as  indicated  by  the  strong  growth  in 
cargo  sendees  and  our  cargo  activity  at  the  regional  airports. 

:  462 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

The  new  runway  wrill  not  only  cause  people  to  leave  the  City,  it 
will  lower  property  values  and  could  hamper  future  non-airport 
businesses  from  moving  here. 

Comment  noted. 

46.3 

Public  Health 

Effects 

As  a  recent  Cancer  patient,  1  am  asking  that  MEPA  not 
approve  Massporfs  EIR  for  Runway  14/32  until  a  complete 
study  can  t3e  compiled  by  all  of  the  sun-ounding  cities  and 
towns  to  detemiine  what  adverse  health  hazards  currently 
exist  in  each  community. 

The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent  to 
Logan  Airport  were  reviewed  and  are  presented  in  Section  6.8  of  : 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health  status  reports  were 
available  for  the  City  of  Boston;  however,  comparable  public 
health  reports  were  not  available  from  the  Public  Health 

DprWrtmPnt^  nf  f^hploOP    Rov/DrO   anH  \A/tnthrrvn    A  raviirwii  r»f  thr* 

i^^j<i\  u  \  ici  iu5  UI     (cioca,  ncvcic,  aJ  lU  Villiu  liop.  M  rcVIBW  01  Lnc 

available  information  did  not  indicate  any  causal  relationship 
based  on  proximity  to  the  airport,  nor  did  it  identify  hearing  toss  as 
a  public  health  concem. 

46.4 

Delay 

Model 

...the  Draft  EIS/EIR  ...uses  outdated  studies,  does  not  adhere 
to  FAA  modeling.... 

The  projections  of  future  airfield  delays  at  Logan  Airport  are  not 
based  on  analysis  and  modeling  of  delays  which  occun-ed  during  i 
1 993.  The  analysis  for  1 993  was  included  in  the  Airside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR  to  provide  historical  perspective  to  the  delay 
problem  at  Logan  Airport  and  for  use  in  model  calibration.  The 
analysis  contained  in  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  has  been 
updated  to  include  modeled  delay  results  for  1 998  to  provide 
more  cun-ent  context  to  airfield  conditions  at  Logan  Airport.  Refer 
to  Section  4.2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  description  of 
the  delay  analysis  and  discussion  of  current  and  future  delays  at 
Logan  Airport. 

This  section  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  includes  a 
description  of  computer  models  for  estimating  flight  delays, 
including  their  limitations.  FAA  reviewed  and  approved  the 
simulation  models  used  in  this  study. 

46.5 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

...  [the  Draft  EIS/EIR]  shows  a  lack  of  alternative  studies  for  a 
regional  airport 

Chapter  2  of  both  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  this  1 
Wupplemental  DEIS/FEIR  thoroughly  address  the  role  of  the 
regional  airports.  ! 

Letter  46:  City  of  Chelsea,  Chelsea  City  Council,  Rochelle  A.  Bennett 


DAVID  RAGUCCJ 
MAYOR 


OFHCE  OF  THE  MAYOR 

EVERETT  CITY  HALL 
^64  BROADWAY 
EVERETT.  MASSACHUSETTS  02,49-3694 


LETTER  47 

April  12,  1999 


PHONE:  (6)7J  394-2270 
fAX:  (617)  381-1  ISO 


Jane  F.  Gaive>'-  .  .administrator 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
National  Headquarters 
800  Independence  Avenue 
Washington,  D.C.  20591 

Dear  Ms.  Gaivey: 


reason,  are  ^pTm'C&jE^,^T?fr^'^°"  """^"""^y  '^'^2.  Seve,^ 

well  -  other  u^avo.r^^nr^.stu'^rt'lr^",  Noise  poUutio.,  . 
oppose  this  plan.  consequences,  are  among  the  many  reasons  to 

Envi„:^T^£p::,^:^t.™  ^^^^^^  -  A„emaUve  1 A  Draft 

in  the  opposmccofthe  Alternative  I A  nmnn.,1  ^'  '  ^^^o      *^  y°"Jomme 


traffic.  Oae  of  the  m^  u^e^Sedrtrr"''.°"\^°''"^''°"^^^^  47. 

pollution  to  neUhboriJcmZ^lV  T^?""      '"^  « 

been  an  ongoitfbar^f  S^^'-'f       1'  ^""^°P      ^«  BostotL  I,  has 

their  ccmmunE  acc^Set^'"  I't'"''      ""'^  =^  "^fic  over 

over  the  Greatl^os^S^tooE                                             ^l^ft^d  ^  7  0 

greater  amomilkf  air                ^'  "nmiumttes  snch  as  Everett  who  will  bear  a  47.2 

that  woSS It  "tS^'e T/^"^                   '""""^■•"^  ^         =  P'-"  47  Q 

welcome  p.ssrfgrs^re          ^^'°°*'"''™"'='.^^''«^'h>t  would  4^.3 


John  P.  DeVilj^ 
April  12,  1999^ 
Page  2 

1  am  mfagreement  with  Mayor  Mcnino  that  a  "Blue  Ribbon  P^ppI-  c\.^  ij  u 
[ogi  ■™^POrt«.0'>  sys,«,  before  we  implement      new  ch~ 


I  am  av^bble  to  further  discuss  this  matter  at 


your  convenience. 


Sincerely. 


Mayor  Dai^d  Ragucci 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  47 
David  Ragucci,  Mayor 
Everett,  Massachusetts 


Code 

Topic  1 

Topic  2 

Comment 

Response 

47.1 

Noise 

Impacts 

Communities  surrounding  Logan  international  Airport  have 
long  been  affected  by  unpleasant  environmental  conditions 
such  as  noise  pollution,  air  pollution  and  ground  traffic.  One 
of  the  many  undesirable  circumstances  has  been  the 
increase  in  noise  pollution  to  neighboring  communities  such 
as  Revere,  Winthrop  and  East  Boston. 

The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
Airside  Project,  consistent  with  established  federal  and  state 

SCODino  diTGCtivPS  AnnrnnriatP  mitin;^tinn  a<;^nriatpH  uuith  tho 

r\yjyjiyj^Jl\ai^  IIMUUdUUM  aooUUIalCU  Willi  11 IC 

Airside  Project  has  also  been  established.  Massporl  has 
programs  in  place  to  reduce  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Logan  Airport  as  a  whole.  These  initiatives 
are  descnbed  in  the  Logan  Airport  ESPR  and  its  updates. 

47.2 

Alternatives 

Runway  14/32 

In  accepting  the  proposed  Runway  14/32,  flight  traffic  wrill  be 
shifted  over  the  Greater  Boston  Area  to  include 
communities  such  as  Everett  who  will  bear  a  greater 
amount  of  air  traffic. 

In  1998.  77  percent  of  Logan  Airport  s  jet  traffic  affected 
communities  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  airport- 
East  Boston,  Winthrop,  Revere,  parts  of  South  Boston, 
Dorchester,  Quincy,  Milton,  and  Braintree.  Without 
Runway  14/32,  as  much  as  88  percent  of 
Logan  Airport  s  aircraft  operations  will  overtly  these 
communities  when  Logan  Airport  reaches 
37.5  million  passengers.  Construction  of  Runway  14/32  will 
allow  a  more  balanced  geographic  distribution  of 
aircraft  operations  over  populated  areas,  will  increase  the 
number  of  over-water  operations,  and  will  reduce 
noise  exposure  for  close-in  communities.  In  fact,  the 
most  heavily  impacted  communities  will  expenence  a 
decrease  in  overflights  compared  to  1998  levels. 

47.3 

Regional 
Transportation 

Regional 
Airports 

It  is  believed  that  the  state  and  federal  government  are 
responsible  to  create  a  plan  that  would  divert  the  excess 
traffic  at  Logan  to  other  commercial  airports  that  would 
welcome  passenger  service. 

Federal  constitutional  provisions,  federal  aviation  statutes  and 
regulations,  and  contractual  provisions  related  to 
Federal  Airport  Improvement  Program  grants  prevent 
Massport  from  any  control  over  airline  rates,  routes,  and 
schedules.  Congress  has  specifically  forbidden 
airport  operators  from  exercising  any  discnminatory  action 
against  any  class  of  airport  users.  Major  factors  in 
airline  competition  are  frequency  of  service  and  number  of 
markets  served,  and  Massport  has  no  ability  to  force  airlines 
to  consolidate  or  eliminate  flights  to  influence  load  factor  or 
aircraft  size. 

Letter  47:  David  Ragucci,  Mayor,  Everett,  Massachusetts 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2 

47.4       Environmental  Blue  Ribbon 

Review  Panel 
Process 


Comment 

I  am  in  agreement  with  Mayor  Menino  that  a  'Blue  Ribbon 
Panel'  stiould  be  established  to  create  a  regional  aviation 
transportation  agency  to  thoroughly  examine  the  status  of 
our  aviation  transportation  system  before  we  implenrent  any 
new  changes  at  Logan. 


Response 

In  January  2000,  in  response  to  the  FAA's  review  of  the  Draft 
EIS,  the  FAA  called  for  preparation  of  a  Supplemental  Draft 
EIS  to  address  specific  issues  identified  by  the  FAA  following 
input  from  a  SDEIS  Panel  consisting  of  six  persons.  At  the 
FAA's  direction,  three  SDEIS  Panel  members  were  appointed 
by  the  Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and 
three  were  appointed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  New  England  Region  FAA,  the 
SDEIS  Panel  convened  in  March  of  2000  and  then  met  at 
least  monthly  with  a  final  meeting  in  December  of  2000.  A 
total  of  12  meetings  were  held.  To  provide  the  appropnate 
background,  the  SDEIS  Panel  was  presented  with  an  Intenm 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  answers  to  key 
letters  wntten  by  members  of  the  public,  concerned  agencies 
and  public  officials  responding  to  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  and  a 
senes  of  15  visual  and  wntten  presentations  from  the 
Project's  technical  consulting  team  and  other  independent 
industry  experts. 

Over  the  last  ten  years,  vanous  agencies  and  transportation 
planning  organizations  have  conducted  a  number  of  studies 
that  address  regional  transportation  issues.  These  studies 
have  concluded  that  The  Airside  Project  at  Logan  Airport,  the 
expansion  of  the  regional  airports,  and  the  implementation  of 
high-speed  rail  are  necessary  for  meeting  the  short-term  and 
long-term  inter-city  travel  needs  of  the  New  England  region 
These  regional  recommendations  are  in  vanous  stages  of 
implementation  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  complete  discussion  of  regional 
transportation  alternatives  to  Logan  Airport  and  steps 
Masspon  has  taken  to  foster  increased  use  of  these 
altematives. 

Masspon  has  a  history  of  engaging  in  cooperative  regional 
transportation  planning  and  continues  its  efforts  to  promote 
an  efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system. 
Massport's  most  recent  endeavors  include  its  co-sponsorship 
of  the  Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  New  England 
Govemors  in  November  1999,  attendance  at  a  second 
summit  in  December  2000,  and  its  assumption  of  operating 
responsibility  for  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  in 
January  2000.  Refer  to  Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  lor  a  discussion  of  Massport's  initiatives  in 
support  regional  transportation  altematives. 


Letter  47:  David  Ragucci,  Mayor,  Everett,  Massachusetts 


TOWN  OF  HINGHAM 

OFHCE  OF  SELECTMEN 


tharinc  W.  Rardon.  Chairman  l^^'K^j  LETTER  48 

.vlartin  Crane.  M.O.  X^i^SM^^ 

MicKadRHoldcn  ^^^^  ■         Chaxl«  J.  CrmcJIo 

Apf«21,199e  _  Town  Administrator 

^•cntMry    Environmantal  Affairs 
Atlwrtion:  MEPAOm« 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-  EOEA 
100  Cambridg.  Str«<  20*  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Dear  Mr.  Pugttoy: 

an  overly 

•no-shs  the  capacity  ^^Ti^^^  ''"^  48.2 

"tthdraw  this  proplIi^andT^mrMn,?  ,  ""'^'^seable.  We  urge  Massport  to  4(5.  j 

the  New  EnalanT^o^  vSmo^rovJlul'"''  'f™  ^^""'"0        >°  "-"t  the  needs  of 
impaeu  of     trav^  overbunjamng  the  Boston  metropolitan  are.  with  ihe 

l^SHiul^,""  * SDElSm  show  be  rejected  as 

Sincarely, 


Michaai  p.  Holden 


Representative  William  Delahunt 

''etar  Bluie.  Executive  Dirador.  MasMchusetts  Port  Authority 

210  Central  Street,  Hingham,  MA  02043-37S7  .til  v 

B         ivi^  u^043-2757    Telephone  (781)  741-1400  •  F.x  (781)  741-H54 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  48 

Town  of  Hingham,  Office  of  Selectmen 

Michael  P.  Holden 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


48.1 


Public  Health  Effects 


Hingham  is  projected  to  sustain  a  1 52%  increase  in  flights 
over  the  town.  Many  residents  are  concerned  about  the 
incremental  effects  on  personal  health  and  quality  of  life. 


48.2       Ground  Access  to 

Transportation  Logan 


In  addition  we  are  concerned  about  the  increased  traffic 
congestion  caused  by  increasing  the  capacity  of  the  aiiport. 


Response 


The  available  public  health  studies  for  communities  adjacent 
to  Logan  Airport  were  review^ed  and  are  presented  in 
Section  6.8  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  Public  health 
status  reports  were  available  for  the  City  of  Boston;  however, 
comparable  public  health  reports  were  not  available  from  the 
Public  Health  Departments  of  Chelsea,  Revere,  and 
Winthrop.  A  review  of  the  available  information  did  not 
indicate  any  causal  relationship  based  on  proximity  to  the 
airport,  nor  did  it  identify  heanng  loss  as  a  public  health 
concern. 

Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
increase  capacity,  but  rather  it  would  correct  a  series  of 
deficiencies  in  the  airfield  geometry  and  operation. 
Massport's  plans  to  handle  the  ground  access  requirements 
of  future  passenger  levels  are  discussed  in  the  Logan  Airport 
1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  and  its  subsequent 
Environmental  Data  Reports  (Annual  Updates). 

Federal  constitutional  provisions  (preemption,  commerce 
clause,  equal  protection),  federal  aviation  statutes  and 
regulations,  and  contractual  provisions  related  to  covenants 
in  connection  with  the  Federal  Airport  Improvement  Program 
grants  which  fl/lassport  receives,  restrict  Massport's  ability  to 
limit  the  number  of  aircraft  operations.  Since  Aviation 
Deregulation  in  1 979,  airlines  have  been  free  to  select  their 
own  marl<ets,  schedules  and  equipment  without  Federal, 
State  or  local  intervention. 


Letter  48:  Town  of  Hingham,  Office  of  Selectmen,  Michael  P.  Holden 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1  Topic  2  Comment 

48.3       Alternatives        Runway  1 4/32     The  Hingham  Board  of  Selectmen  is  further  concerned  that 
1  ,  this  short  term  proposal.  .  .will  surely  only  delay  by  a  short 

j  i  time  the  point  at  which  airport  traffic  will  once  again  become 

'  unmanageable.  We  urge  Massport  to  withdraw  this  proposal 

and  to  enter  into  a  long  term  planning  effort  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  New  England  region  without  over-burdening 
the  Boston  metropolitan  area  with  the  impacts  of  air  travel. 


Response 

Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120,000  hours  of  runway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions 
are  taken,  runway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  higfi 
as  333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-term 
benefits  by  lowenng  ainway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had 
been  in  place  in  1998,  and  by  as  much  as  94,000  hours  in  the 
future  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenano.  Because  of  the  impact  of 
the  regional  alternatives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not 
expected  to  be  achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside 
efficiencies  are  implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accrue 
over  time.  Section  4.6  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows 
that  delay  reduction  benefits  increase  over  time  as  traffic 
levels  increase. 

Over  the  last  ten  years,  vanous  agencies  and  transportation 
planning  organizations  have  conducted  a  number  of  studies 
that  address  regional  transportation  issues.  These  studies  have 
concluded  that  The  Airside  Project  at  Logan  Aiiport,  the 
expansion  of  the  regional  airports,  and  the  implementation  of 
high-speed  rail  are  necessary  for  meeting  the  short-term  and 
long-temn  inter-city  travel  needs  of  the  New  England  region. 
These  regional  recommendations  are  in  vanous  stages  of 
implementation.  Refer  to  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  complete  discussion  of  regional  transportation 
altematives  to  Logan  Airport  and  steps  fvlassport  has  taken  to 
foster  increased  use  of  these  alternatives. 

Massport  has  a  history  of  engaging  in  cooperative  regional 
transportation  planning  and  continues  its  efforts  to  promote 
an  efficient  and  balanced  regional  transportation  system. 
Massport's  most  recent  endeavors  include  its  co-sponsorship 
of  the  Regional  Transportation  Summit  of  New  England 
Governors  in  November  1999,  attendance  at  a  second 
summit  in  December  2000,  and  its  assumption  of  operating 
responsibility  for  the  Worcester  Regional  Airport  in 
January  2000.  Refer  to  Section  2.9  of  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion  of  Massport's  initiatives  in 
support  regional  transportation  altematives. 


i 
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3^owrL  of  3iull 


30ARD  OF  SELEaMEN 


April  22.  1999 


MUNICIPAL  BUILDING 
HULL.  MASSACHUSETTS  02045 
(617)925-2000 


Secretaiy  of  Environmenial  Affairs 

Attention  MEPA  Office 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsle>'  -  EOEA  No.  10458 

100  Cambridge  Street 

20*  Roor 

Boston.  MA  022025 
John  C.  Silva 

Manager.  Environmental  Programs 
Airport  Division,  ANE-600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  E.xecutive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 


LETTER  49 


Project  Name: 
Project  Location; 
Project  Proponents: 
jf*roject  Numben 


Logan  Airside  Imprwemeots  Planniag  Project   

Boston-Logan  International  Airport-Boston  /  Winthrop 
"r,?4S'''  Federal  Aviation  AdmiJistraUon 


Dear  Mr.  Pugsley  and  Mr.  Silva: 

Masspon  and  ihe  Federal  A^^LnT^       '        Enviromncmal  Impaci  Slalemenl  (EIS)  filed  bv 
-va^^a,  Lt,t^ZtZZ:^~.  ™=  ^™  '0  '^^  — „„  Of  a  ne. 

analysis  and  modelins  reou  ^Zf.!"  ^       "''^"^  '™">'  underlving 

Ihal  are  conlamed  m  Uie  re^Sn  alieraalives  calls  mio  ques.ion  the  projeclions 

.0  m.chsmcrbZr^i^^  °^^^Z  "'V°^r=™ "''^'-^  "f^'  P<='cen.age  of  delav  ,s  due 
»md  caused  de  a  c^™,"t  ^  ,S  °  1        '^"'^^  "''''^"'J  "« =cope  of  ,l,e  Nonl,„es. 
delav  dala  bv  »-pe  Tt^^,h„    l^tT  ^^f,'^""^"""  »"  ™»1«r  delay  do  no,  slral.fv  u,e 
a  day      l«d  ^^to,  sno>  M  "-""^^  »"  record.  If  Uiere  was 

or  a,e snow  fall^  Se ZZZtslZ ™  '° "'^  "'"^ 


49.1 


49.2 
49.3 
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of  .he  p™6,=.      Massp,n  is  Sgr™,v?:^„,^  '^.'Sr.!:"^"  -  — 

noted  thai  the  FAA  a/,d  DOT  mo^k  Sve^       h    ^ ""^"^  "o  »  H  shouM  be 

Uurd  d,ve,gent  viewp„,„,.  wS  i^yTJ^.^'^l'S^  f  "-^n  model  offer,  a 

new  model  die  ability  to  coniDaie  Dm»^^^  .  '° '«''eve,  and  why  Additional  by  cteatins  a 
or  Will  h  offe,«.  "S;rt"r      ™^  ""^^  -P'-S 

apples  to  apples  ^  i^nce  we  art  unable  to  compare 

dollar..  However  the  report  does  no^  dtTth^l^S  r^.^r  '"^ 
airpon  w,Ii  e.xpenence  in  economic  or  cm^  of  |^,,^' «>'"n»^ties  that  l.ve  near  the 
estate  tn  Hull  per  the  Massachusetts  DeSnen.  ofl^v^  ^  ^^"^  ^ 

the  proposed  runway  is  constructed  thiTZ^el^no^    approximately  S700  million  dollars.  If 
there  u.l,  be  a  loss  in  property  values  A  co^^e  i^,'!^^^^'^  ^'^^^  Per  year  over  Hull 
million  dollar  loss  m  value  for  Hull  alone  ^.^^Itf^  '        ^'"^"^         y'^'d  «  $70 
.mpaaed  by  this  proposal;  the  loss  in  real  esuiTe  TaJue  ^11  "^ZT  ^'  ^"  be  severely 

Additionally,  there  ,s  a  loss  m  the  qual.tv  of  hfr  ^  .f^  '  dollars, 

repon  is  completely  silent  on  t^s^^^n  "^LZ^''  '"'"''"^  ^  ^aJue.  The 
analysis  of  all  the  cost  and  benefits^^:,T;t?e T^J^"^"'  "^""^  ^^'^    -  ---P'e'e 

'    a^wt^SstJra^l^i^^^^  Masspor. 

Tlic  data  for  actual  Hight  tracks  m^^td  rcoTSZ'd'''"^^^^^  tracks. 

the  modelmg  that  produced  pro^ccZs^^^^^Z^lf- "^^'^  ^"f      incorporated  into 

en^^romnental  impacts  from  fuel  and  fume^  welTSSlSr!     '^'^  "'""'^ 

communities.  The  repon  should  be  rt^^Z^    1  ""^^^  ^ 

the  projected  H.ght  pis  ass^Sfal:!:^^;:^^^?!^^^^  ™^  -Pa-  of 

niis  alternative  .s  far  more^uTt^bTe  rthe  uL^'ft^^^^^^^  "  ".r.'"^  '°  '^'^  ^'  P^'^"^  hours, 
airport  Under  the  Alternative  1 A  n^y  of  tSect^  Z?.?    '  '"^^  ^"^'^^^  °f  ^« 

expenence  the  full  burden  of  the  cost.  Addt^or^y^^eSu,  2"  "^^  "T.  ^«  ''"^ 

Pro%idence,  Manchester  and  Pease  Ainv^rt.  Ic^  ^'^'"^       ^^'P  '°  PfO"»ote 

fiirther  dimmishing  the  adverse^oa^f  t  ^o^^ical  alternatives  for  some  travelers  thus 

Pncmg  has  a  supenor  .mpaa^nT2°,^t n^^^^^^  ""f^™!.^  communities.  LastJy.  Peak  Hour 
further  explored  could  lea'd  to  e^^eT^  TrSuc^nT  T  ™^  °P^on 

MEPA  should  require  an  analysis  vvST^'^l^de^^^^  ^  "^""""^ 

The  proposal  projects  operations  through  the  vear  2010  i.  .nw    .    u  u 

significanUy  exceed  current  levels  loi^^l^      n  J    '^^'^^  '""^  delav  will 

quaiit>  and  impact  to  surrouninta>l^Ss      ^J^'       ^  "^"^  — •  a- 

runway  dodges  the  b.gger  issues  HormTcS  i  r^ouPh^  ^""^^g  °f  ^  "ew 

we  do  m  201 1  when  there  are  no  more  r^^es  aT2  ""P^"'^  ^hat  do 

issue  that  cnes  out  for  a  long  term  ^  uZ^^r^T  lI^l^'T''' '°  - 
mjuncuon  was  put  m  place  agajSnst  further^LTf  r        .^^'""^-"^eteen  seventies  a  court 
have  been  two  half-hearted  a^jnZ  m^k  al^     a  Logan  m  the  25  years  that  have  followed  there 
for  seekmg  and  executing  long  3LlSns  shoJZ,t"T  'Jf^^^"      ^'  responsible 
solutions  ^vlthout  addressing  t^e  r^^^es  '""''^ '°  contmually  provide  nearsighted 
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Since  the  preparation  of  EIR/EIS  severaJ  substantial  develoDmenis  have  orr„m.H  ^ 

alter  the  projecuons  used  m  the  report  TT.ese  dc^lop^T^Z^  ^' "^'^^ 

^^ce  ^  ^  ^    ^"^^S       two  major  airlines  for 

*    .^n'^"'  ^^"^        ""'^'^  Massporfs  control  and  has  upgraded  its  electronics  to 

improve  riinway  operaDons  under  all  weather  conditions  eiectromcs  to 

'    M^T  "^"^""^ '°  '"^'^^^      "'""^^"^  fr^"^  Boston  to  TP  Green 

.     New  Bedford  has  offered  to  expand  cargo  service  to  its  municipal  airport. 

Based  on  these  new  developments  and  the  preceding  issues  we  request  that  EIS/FTR  r  u 

event  that  denial  is  not  granted  then  we  reauest  .hat  thrpro  /r!c  il   J  "lat  EIS/EIR  be  demed.  In  the 
should  at  a  minimum  be^^u^^  to  I^d^Ss  STe  mco^.i.l  .  ^''^  '°  ^^P°« 

On  Behalf  of  the  Town  of  Board  of  Selectmen 


Philip  ErXemnios 
Town  Manager 


CC: 


Governor  Cellucci 

Senator  Edward  Kennedy 

Senator  John  F.  Kerry 

Congressman  William  Delaliunt 

Congressman  Joseph  Moakly 

Congressman  Micliael  Cappuano 

State  Senate  President  Tliomas  Birmingham 

State  Speaker  of  the  House  Thomas  Finneran 

Staw-  Senator  Robert  Hedlund 

State  Representative  Mary  Jeanette  Murray 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Punning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  49 
Town  of  Hull 
Philip  E.  Lemnios,  Town  Manager 


Code     Topic  1 


49.1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Analysis  Base  Year         The  base  year  for  the  documents  calculations  and 

Assumptions/  projections  is  1 993.  It  is  now  1 999,  using  a  base  year  that  is 

Methodologies  six  years  old  is  inconsistent  with  sound  planning  principals 

as  many  of  the  underlying  analysis  and  modeling  require 
more  current  data  to  accurately  project  future  outcomes... 
The  projections  in  the  DELAYSIM  model  developed 
specifically  for  this  project  does  not  accurately  reflect  the 
current  state  of  delay.  The  failure  to  use  cun-ent  data  causes 
the  model  to  severely  overestimate  delay. 


49.2       Regional  Regional 
Transportation  Airports 


In  addition  the  success  of  Providence,  Manchester  and  now 
Pease  airports  are  not  reflected  in  1993  data.  The  failure  to 
fully  capture  the  success  of  these  altematives  calls  into 
question  the  projections  that  are  contained  in  the  report. 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  updated  information 
for  1998— the  latest  year  for  which  actual  Logan  Airport  data 
are  available.  1993  was  adopted  as  the  base  year  when  the 
Airside  Improvement  studies  commenced  in  1994.  The 
primary  function  of  the  Base  Year  analysis  is  to  calibrate  the 
airfield  operation  models  and  environmental  impact  models. 
The  benefits  and  impacts  of  the  action  altematives 
(Alternatives  1 ,  1A,  2  and  3)  are  assessed  by  comparing 
these  not  with  the  base  year,  but  with  Alternative  4,  the  No- 
Action  Alternative.  The  planning  scenanos  for  37.5  and  45 
million  passengers  represent  a  range  of  future  activity  at 
Logan  Airport  expected  in  the  2010  to  2020  time  frame. 


Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  a 
discussion  of  the  specific  role  played  by  the  regional 
transportation  alternatives  and  steps  that  Massport  has  taken 
to  foster  use  of  these  alternatives.  Massport  has  long 
recognized  and  has  been  a  proponent  of  options  to 
Logan  Airport.  Together  with  the  regional  airports,  Massport 
has  implemented  a  regional  strategy  to  enhance  the  use  of 
options  to  Logan  Airport.  In  the  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR, 
Massport  identified  up  to  7.3  million  annual  passengers  that 
could  be  absorbed  by  regional  altematives  that  include  use  of 
T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and  Worcester  Regional 
airports,  as  well  as  the  new  high-speed  rail  to  New  York.  In 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport  recognizes  that 
these  developments  will  slow  Logan  Airport's  passenger 
traffic  growth.  Logan  Airport  may  not  achieve  the  37.5  million 
passenger  forecasts  until  after  201 0,  but  rather  closer  to 
2015,  and  the  45  million  passenger  forecasts  may  not  be 
achieved  until  after  2020.  While  regional  alternatives  can  play 
an  important  role  in  reducing  the  rate  of  future  traffic  growth 
at  Logan  Airport,  they  do  not  address  Logan  Airports  inability 
to  efficiently  accommodate  current  levels  of  demand  dunng 
northwest  wind  conditions.  Runway  14/32.  which  is  designed 
to  correct  the  problem  with  Logan  Airport's  layout,  is 
necessary  to  correct  this  deficiency  and  provides  clear 
benefits  at  cun-ent  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These  benefits  will 
only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at  the 
regional  airports  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport. 
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Code     Topic  1 

49.3  Delay 


Topic  2 

Model 


494  Delay 


Mode) 


49.5  Noise 


Impacts 


Comment 

The  document  offers  a  lengthy  discussion  on  delay  but  tails 
to  iully  articulate  all  the  causes  (or  delay.  For  instance,  it  is 
impossible  from  reading  the  document  to  determine  what 
percentage  of  delay  is  due  to  mechanical  failure  Without  a 
breakdown  lor  the  causes  of  delay  the  true  scope  ol  the 
Northwest  wind  caused  delay  cannot  be  Iully  defined. 

Further,  there  is  no  explanation  offered  as  to  why  it  was 
necessary  to  create  a  new  methoa  of  calculating  delay 
when  there  are  two  federal  agencies  that  have  models  in 
place  to  do  so.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  FAA  and  U  S. 
DOT  models  have  a  wide  divergence  and  now  the  Massport 
model  offers  a  third  divergent  viewpoint.  Which,  if  any  model 
are  we  to  believe,  and  why.  Additional  by  creating  a  new 
model  the  ability  to  compare  projected  solutions  with 
solutions  that  may  have  been  implemented  or  will  tie  offered 
at  other  airports  around  the  country  is  lost.  In  essence  we 
are  unable  to  compare  apples  to  apples. 

.  the  report  does  not  address  the  cost  that  residents  of 
communities  that  live  near  the  airport  will  expenence  in 
economic  or  quality  ol  life  terms. .  tfiere  is  an  incomplete 
analysis  of  all  the  cost  and  benelits  associated  with  this 
proposal 


49.6 


Noise 


Impacts 


49.7  Alternatives 


The  flight  tracks  depicted  in  the  EIR/EIS  do  not  conform  to 
actual  flight  tracks  Massport  acknowledges  that  the  actual 
flight  tracks  flow  may  vary  significantly  from  the  assigned 
flight  tracks.  The  data  for  actual  flight  tracks  flown  and  the 
corresponding  noise  levels  were  not  incorporated  into  the 
rrexjeling  that  produced  projections  regarding  several  types 
of  impact,  including  noise,  environmental  impacts  from  fuel 
and  fumes  as  well  as  air  quality  impacts  over  all  affected 
communities. 


Prefened  Alter     . .  .the  Preferred  Alternative  is  not  the  best  alternative  for 
native  reducing  delay  . .  Alternative  2,  an  option  that  does  not 

require  building  a  mnway,  has  a  greater  impact  on  delay 
reduction  than  the  Preferred  Alternative  lA.  Alternative  2 
puts  in  place  "Peak  Hour  Pncing'  that  in  essence  charges 
the  airlines  a  premium  to  land  at  premium  hours.  This 
alternative  is  far  more  equitable  as  the  users  of  the  airport 
would  share  some  of  the  burden  of  the  airport. 


Response 

The  Airside  Project  addresses  delays  from  constraints  at 
Logan  Airport.  Section  1 .4  and  Appendix  C  of  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  also  contains  a  detailed  discussion 
of  the  FAA  and  U  S.  DOT  delay  measures  and  historical  data, 
along  with  comparisons  of  Logan  Airport  delays  within  the 
context  of  delays  at  other  United  States  airports. 

Chapter  4  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  contains  a 
discussion  on  the  estimation  and  modeling  ol  flight  delays 
used  in  the  Airside  Project.  Chapter  1  and  Appendix  C 
include  a  description  of  measures  used  by  FAA  and 
U  S  DOT  to  calculate  delay,  the  limitations  of  those 
measures,  an  explanation  ol  computer  models  lor  estimating 
flight  delays,  and  historical  delay  data  at  Logan  Airport  and 
other  major  United  States  airports. 


The  Airside  Project  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  the  Supplemental 
DEIS/FEIR  respond  to  federal  and  state  scoping  directives 
and  applicable  FAA  environmental  orders  and  all  other  NEPA 
and  MEPA  requirements,  and  provide  appropnate  analytical 
content  for  assessing  alternatives. 

According  to  40  CFR  Part  1502  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  Regarding  Cost-Benefit  analysis "  for  purposes  of 
complying  with  the  act,  the  weighing  of  the  ment  and 
drawbacks  of  the  various  alternatives  need  not  be  displayed 
in  a  monetary  cost-benefit  analysis..."  In  fact,  the  FAA  models 
tend  to  overstate  delays  since  they  use  weighted  averages 
rather  than  continuous  weather  conditions. 

The  flight  tracks  used  in  the  model  were  derived  from  radar 
data  depicting  actual  (light  tracks  to  be  representative  of  the 
entire  set  of  actual  tracks.  The  tracks  that  were  denved  for 
departure  operations  off  each  runway  represent  the 
dispersion  and  turns  of  the  actual  tracks.  The  use  of  each 
denved  track  is  weighted  to  reflect  the  actual  use.  It  is 
believed  that  the  number  of  tracks  used  in  this  study  and  in 
the  Logan  Airport  1999  ESPR  (previously  GEIR)  leads  to 
greater  accuracy  in  estimating  the  noise  Impacts  than  is 
obtained  with  fewer  tracks  used  in  studies  at  many  other 
airports. 


The  Airside  analysis  indicates  that  Peak  Period  Pricing  is  an 
effective  option  when  airline's  schedule  beyond  the  normal 
hourly  operating  capacity  of  the  airport.  Peak  Period  Pricing  is 
not  recommended  for  implementation  at  this  time,  because 
airline  overscheduling  is  not  a  major  contnbutor  to  current 
delays  at  Logan  Airport.  However,  as  a  mitigation  measure, 
Massport  has  proposed  to  implement  a  Peak  Period 
Monitoring  System  to  determine  if  airline  overscheduling  is 
emerging  based  on  future  growth  in  aircraft  operations. 
Massport  believes  that  initiation  of  this  monitonng  program 
will  provide  the  necessary  market  signals  to  encourage 
earners  to  make  efficient  use  of  available  facilities  at 
Logan  Airport.  Should  the  monitoring  program  indicate  that 
overscheduling  conditions  are  likely  to  develop,  Massport  is 
prepared  to  initiate  a  process,  as  described  in  Section  4.5.4 
of  the  Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR,  to  initiate  the  mle- 
making  process  to  implement  Peak  Period  Pricing  at  that 
time. 


Letter  49:  Town  of  Hull,  Philip  E.  Lemnios,  Town  Manager 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Code     Topic  1 

49.8  Alternatives 


Topic  2 


Comment 


Peal<  Period  . . .  Peak  Hour  Pricing  will  tielp  to  promote  Providence, 
Pricing  Manchester  and  Pease  Airports  as  more  economical 

alternatives  for  some  travelers  thus  further  diminishing  the 
;  adverse  impacts  of  Logan  on  neighboring  communities. 


49.9 


Alternatives 


49.10 


Analysis 

Assumptions/ 

Methodologies 


Peak  Period 
Pricing 

Planning  Period 


. .  .Peak  Hour  Pricing  has  a  superior  impact  on  air  quality 
improvement  as  well  as  noise  abatement. 
The  proposal  projects  operations  through  the  year  201 0.  It 
indicates  that  by  that  time  delay  will  significantly  exceed 
current  levels,  total  operations  will  have  seen  a  dramatic 
increase  and  noise,  air  quality  and  impact  to  surrounding 
communities  will  not  have  improved. .  .What  do  we  do  in  201 1 
when  there  are  no  more  altematives  at  Logan. .  .Massport  and 
all  those  responsible  for  seeking  and  executing  long  term 
solutions  should  not  be  allowed  to  continually  provide 
nearsighted  solutons  without  addressing  the  real  issues. 


49.11      Regional  Regional  ...several  substantial  developments  that  have  occurred  [since 

Transportation      Airports  the  preparation  of  EIFVEIS]  that. .  .dramatically  alter  the 

proiections  used  in  the  report  [and  should  be  considered]. 
These  developments  include:  operations  at  Providence  and 
Manchester  have  exceeded  fvlassport  Projections 
considerably;  Pease  Airport  is  completing  a  major  expansion 
and  is  contracting  with  two  major  airiines  for  service; 
Worcester  Airport  has  just  come  under  Massporf  s  control  and 
has  upgraded  its  electi'onics  to  improve  mnway  operations 
under  all  weather  conditions;  New  Bedford  has  offered  to 
expand  cargo  sendee  to  its  municipal  airport;  Governor 
Celluca  has  committed  to  enhancing  rail  connections  from 
Boston  to  T.F.  Green  Airport. 


Response 

Additional  analysis  of  PPP  is  set  out  in  Section  4.5  the 
Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  While  the  regional  airports  at 
Manchester  and  T.F.  Greenff'rovidence  have  expenenced 
exceptional  ti'affic  growth  over  the  past  several  years,  ti-affic  at 
Logan  Airport  has  continued  to  grow.  In  the  future,  continued 
development  at  the  regional  airports  should  relieve  some  of  the 
ti-affic  growth  pressures  at  Logan  Airport,  resulting  in  a  reduced 
rate  of  traffic  growth.  Nevertheless,  regional  altematives  do  not 
address  Logan  Aiiporf  s  inability  to  efficiently  accommodate 
current  levels  of  demand  during  northwest  wind  conditions.  Refer 
to  response  to  Comment  6.17. 

The  potential  impact  of  PPP  on  the  fleet  mix  at  Logan  Airport  is 
discussed  in  Section  4.5  of  ttie  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 
Section  1 .4  and  Appendix  C  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR 
contains  a  discussion  of  the  FAA  and  U.S.  DOT  delay  measures 
and  histoncal  data,  along  with  compansons  of  Logan  /Mrport  with 
other  United  States  airports.  The  delay  situation  is  not  at 
equilibrium.  FAA  Opsnet  delays  at  Logan  /Airport  peaked  in  1993, 
declined  for  two  years  and  are  rising  again.  Anwal  delays,  which 
would  be  directly  affected  by  Runway  14/32,  have  risen  steadily 
since  1994.  In  fact  Logan  /Airport  is  the  second  most  delayed 
airport  in  the  nation  for  arrivals. 
Based  on  simulation  modeling,  Logan  Airport  experienced 
120.000  hours  of  mnway-related  delays  in  1998.  If  no  actions  are 
taken,  mnway-related  delays  are  forecast  to  grow  as  high  as 
333,000  hours  under  a  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  The 
Prefen-ed  Alternative  produces  immediate  and  long-term  benefits 
by  lowering  runway  delays  by  38,000  hours  if  it  had  been  in  place 
in  1 998,  and  by  as  mxh  as  94,000  hours  in  the  future 
37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario.  Because  of  the  impact  of  the  regional 
altematives,  the  37.5M  High  Fleet  scenario  is  not  expected  to  be 
achieved  until  2015.  The  sooner  airside  efficiencies  are 
implemented;  the  more  benefits  will  accme  over  time.  Section  4.6 
of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  shows  that  delay  reduction 
benefits  increase  over  time  as  ti^affic  levels  increase. 
Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  a  discussran 
of  the  specific  role  played  by  the  regional  b^nsportation 
altematives  and  steps  that  Massport  has  taken  to  foster  use  of 
these  altematives.  Massport  has  long  recognized  and  has  been  a 
proponent  of  options  to  Logan  Airport.  Together  with  the  regional 
aiiports,  Massport  has  implemented  a  regional  sticitegy  to 
enhance  the  use  of  options  to  Logan  Airport.  In  the  /Virside  Project 
Draft  EIS/EIR.  Massport  identified  up  to  7.3  million  annual 
passengers  that  could  be  absorbed  by  regional  altematives  that 
include  use  of  T.F.  Green/Providence,  Manchester  and  Worcester 
Regional  airports,  as  well  as  the  new  high-speed  rail  to  New  Yoik. 
In  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR,  Massport  recognizes  that  these 
developments  will  slow  Logan  Airports  passenger  ti-affic  growth. 
Logan  Airport  may  not  achieve  the  37.5  million  passenger 
forecasts  until  after  201 0,  but  rather  closer  to  201 5,  and  the 
45  million  passenger  forecasts  may  not  be  achieved  until  after 
2020.  While  regional  alternatives  can  play  an  important  role  in 
reducing  the  rate  of  future  ti^ffic  growth  at  Logan  Airport,  they  do 
not  address  Logan  Airporfs  inability  to  effidenfly  accommodate 
current  levels  of  demand  dunng  northwest  wind  conditions. 
Runway  14/32,  which  is  designed  to  con-ect  the  problem  with 
Logan  Airporfs  layout  is  necessary  to  correct  this  deficiency  and 
provides  dear  benefits  at  cun-ent  aircraft  traffic  levels.  These 
benefits  will  only  increase  in  the  future,  even  as  developments  at 
the  regional  airports  act  to  reduce  the  rate  of  future  growth  at 
Logan  Airport 


Letter  49:  Town  of  Hull,  Philip  E.  Lemnios,  Town  (Manager 
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Planning  Board 

781-925-2117 


Town  of  Hull 

225  Atlantic  Avenue 
Hull,  Massachusetts  02045 


April  21,  1999 

Secretary  of  EnvironmentaJ  Affairs 

Attention:  MEPA  Office  LFTTFR  SO 

Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley  -  EOEA  No.  10458  "-L  I  I  LR  JU 

100  Cambridge  Street  20*  floor 
Boston,  MA  02205 

Re:  OPPOSED  to  Runway  14/32 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley: 


I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  the  Town  of  Hull  Phnn.n^  d     ^  . 

Massport-s  proposed  new  runw^M  32  O^r'cL  "^K  T^'"''  °"  "^""^  "PP"^"'""  '° 

in.o  and  out  of  Logan  Airport  As'e  ee.ed  offi  c^.u      u  !  ™"  ^"o"  ■""^^  lifts 

increase  the  air  traffic  ov^  ot  c_t  Itt'  """^^  '"'^  ^"  -b^tantiafly 

quality  of  ,ife  and  tlte  econotnls  oTT"  '  "^^^"^  ™P^«  '<> 

v'^Llr  elnrl^ltru^ir  *^  ^=  ^-^'oPeci 

officials  and  citizens  have  ZSiuTInf     >,  aspirations  for  Hull.  The  elected 

develop  an  Econo,^  c  M^.r  P  a^  Tb-  Mir'  ^^—f^  of  Massachusetts  agencies  to 
Plan.  We  are  one  of  only  a  few  comLu^.t  t^T/tT"!  ^        ^P^"  '^='='^^'»n 

Recreation  Plan  and  we  will  slnTor  of  on^v  ,  f  ''''  ^  'PP™'^"  °P^"  ^P^" 

Management  Plan  We  have  aho  seen  r.     r^        commun.Ues  that  will  have  a  Harbor 
revitalize  Nantaske,  Beach  °"  ''^ 

our  community  to 

t:^^Z;:^::mrX^:^Zr''^:  -  °"  "as  been  a 

increase  in  Lise  and  a.r  pi  io"  "  TfZ^.ZTT"'  """"'—"y- 
have  been  able  to  achieve  from  our  effons  '  """^  "^"^"'^ 

.h.s  new  nmway.  Please  consider  the  neTa  ivr^^r/'MH  ~r"""'"       ^'^^       °PP°^'"°"  '» 
of  hfe  and  economics  fn.  „,  ""P^"  tna,  Kunway  14/32  wUI  have  in  terms  of  quaiitv 

of  .he  people.  Than^  you  ""''"^  commumt.es.  Most  imponantly.  please  heed  the  voice 


Sincerely, 


David  P.  Carlon 
Chairman 


I 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  50 

Town  of  Hull,  Planning  Board 
David  P.  Carlon,  Chairman 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


50.1       Alternatives        Runway  14/32 


Comment 

...we  believe  that  Runway  14/32  will  substantially  increase 
the  air  traffic  over  our  community  which  will  result  in 
significant  negative  impact  to  our  quality  of  life  and  the 
economics  of  our  town. 


Response 

The  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  projects  that  the  Pretended 
Alternative  would  promote  runway  use  in  a  manner  that  is 
more  consistent  with  annual  PRAS  goals,  and  Hull  is  affected 
by  the  use  of  Runway  33/32  amvals.  The  total  number  of 
aircraft  arriving  to  the  northwest  does  increase  with 
constnjction  of  the  runway,  but  this  is  due  to  the  PRAS  goals 
more  than  any  other  factor.  Since  the  Runway  33  arrivals  that 
impact  Hull  approach  primarily  over  water,  and  since  Hull  is 
further  from  the  airport  than  those  communities  impacted  by 
amvals  to  Runway  1 5UR,  4Lj'R,  or  22LyR,  the  PRAS  goals 
call  for  42  percent  of  the  equivalent  amvals  to  operate  in  this 
direction.  Runway  33  arnvals  accounted  for  approximately  27 
percent  of  the  equivalent  arrivals  in  1998,  and  since 
Logan  Airport  has  a  limited  capacity  in  this  direction,  the 
northwest  configuration  has  been  undemtilized  as  demand 
has  increased  over  the  years.  Construction  of  the  njnway 
allows  better  achievement  of  the  agreed-upon  PRAS  goals, 
but  even  with  Runway  14/32,  the  equivalent  arrivals  in  the 
Runway  33/32  direction  never  reach  the  goal  of  42  percent 
under  any  fleet  scenario  or  alternative. 

Operations  in  the  vicinity  of  Hull  increase  with  the  Preferred 
Altemative  primarily  due  to  aircraft  landing  to  the  northwest, 
either  on  new  Runway  32  or  because  of  greater  use  of 
Runway  33L.  However,  the  noise  exposure  levels  resulting 
from  these  increased  operations  remains  several  decibels 
below  60  DNL  as  indicated  by  the  specific  point  analysis  at 
Site  26  in  Tables  6.2-8.  6.2-9,  6.2-22,  and  Appendix  E-1  of 
the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR.  These  levels  are  neariy  20  dB 
below  the  highest  exposure  in  Winthrop  and  15  dB  below  the 
exposure  in  parts  of  East  Boston  and  Revere,  which  the  new 
runway  would  help  to  improve. 


Letter  50:  Town  of  Hull,  Planning  Board,  David  P.  Carton,  Chairman 


Town  and  County  of  Nantucket 
Board  of  Selectmen .  County  Commissioners 


Arthur  L.  Desrocher.  Chairman 
Charles  "Jack"  Gardner 

-eorgia  Ann  SnelJ 

imothy  M.  Scn-erino 
Vincent  M.  Vacca 


Town  &  County  Building 
16  Broad  Street 
Nantucket.  Massachusetts  02554 

Telephone  (508)  228-7255 
Facsimile  (508)  228-7272 


C.  Elizabeth  Gibson 
Town  &  County  Administrator 


April  7,  1999 


LETTER  51 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
ATTN:  MEPA  Office 
Mr.  Arthur  Pugsley-EOEA  No.  10458 
Cambridge  Street 
20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Mr.  John  Silva 

Manager,  Environmental  Programs 

Airport  Division 

New  England  Region 

1 2  New  England  Executive  Park 

Burlington,  MA  01803 

Dear  Mr.  Pugsley  and  Mr.  Silva: 

.0  reaffi™  our  strong  oppos,.,on  ,o  peak  penod  pnc!";      '  '    In.ema„onaI  A.rpor,  and 

Ailhough  efforts  to  reduce  congestion  and  delay  are  laudable  the  methoH  rh.„ 

runway  to  ease  congestion,  bu,  tying  it  to  peak  period  pricng  is  noTaccep^ble  ™ 

gateway  to  the  rest  of  fte  worM  To  >  '"^  ^  Z""''"  ^^ich  acts  as  a 

dependent  for  t  Ss.  ^d  bus  nesl  ^^^erd^^^^^^^^  T  ""^         ^  - 

deny  us  a  fair  chance  at  ecorm"  sTr^ival     '  """"        ''^"P'^  "^^^ '° 

Ha.™  our  residents  and  v.s.tors  sevefe.y  bl^  ^Jt^^^  0^1^^-^ 


51.1 


aircraft  which  serve  us  and  other  C^^n,-      t.i^  a 

service  ,o  be  eliminated  or  c^ttT      "'"'"""^  and  for  off-.eason 

c'r- t  mIsS^^^^^^^^^^^^  -ce  a,rpo.  orMa..cHu3e„s  ,„ 

Cape  and  Islands  concnbu.e  1 ,00^0  htSl  e Trer"  T'T  ^"T""^ 
affeced  adversely  by  dus  proposuion.  TaX  ~SP0RT^:  ""^ 
economic  recovery  for  the  Stale  is  unconsconable  '°  "^^^^l  »  a  time  of 


 J  piupusuion.  ine  actions 

economic  recovery  for  the  State  is  unconscionable. 

Sincerely, 

^^ur  L.  Desrocher,  Chairman 
Nantucket  Board  of  Selectmen 


Senator  Edward  M.  Kennedy 
Senator  John  F.  Kerry 
State  Senator  Henn  Rauschenbach 
State  Representative  Eric  T.  Turkington 
Nantucket  Airport  Commission 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  51 

Town  and  County  of  Nantucket 

Board  of  Selectman 
Arthur  L.  Desrocher,  Chairman 


Code     Topic  1 


51.1 


Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 


Comment 


Response 


On  behalf  of  the  Town  of  Nantucket,  I  write  to  you  today  to 
express  the  Town  of  Nantucket's  support  of  Massport's 
Prefen'ed  Alternative  for  reducing  delays  at  Logan 
International  Airport  and  to  reaffirm  our  strong  opposition  to 
peak  period  pricing... To  place  high  fees  on  the  regional 
airiines  upon  which  we  are  dependent  for  tourist  and 
business  travel  during  the  hours  when  most  people  need  to 
travel,  is  to  deny  us  a  fair  chance  at  economic 
sun/ival..,This  proposed  fee  structure  will  harm  our  resi- 
dents and  visitors  severely  because  of  the  increase  in 
landing  fees  for  the  smaller  aircraft  which  serve  us  and 
other  Cape  and  Island  communities.  Those  fees  must  be 
passed  on  to  the  traveler.  The  effect  will  be  to  send  the 
discretionary  traveler  elsewhere,  and  for  off-season  service 
to  be  eliminated  or  curtailed. 


Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  sen/ice  in  the  peak  penod  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

Massport  considers  Logan  Airport  to  be  part  of  a  regional 
system  of  airports  that  includes  T.F.  Green/Providence, 
Manchester  and  Worcester  Regional  airports.  Sen/ice 
development  and  increased  passenger  traffic  at  these 
airports  are  an  important  part  of  the  region's  long-term 
strategy  to  accommodate  growth  in  air  travel  demand.  Refer 
to  Chapter  2  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  for  a  discussion 
of  the  roles  of  Logan  Airport  and  these  regional  airports  in  the 
eastern  New  England  aviation  system. 


Letter  51 :  Town  and  County  of  Nantucket,  Board  of  Selectman,  Arthur  L.  Desrocher,  Chairman 


TOWN  OF  ORLEANS 

19  SCHOOL  ROAD  ORLEANS  ^MASSACHUSETTS  02653-3699 

Telephone  (508)  240-3700  -  Fax  (508)  240-3703 
http7/www.tovyn. Orleans. ma.us 


BOARD  OF 
SELECTMEN 

TOWN 
ADMINISTRATOR 


May  7,  1999  LETTER  52 

Secretary  RoJ?erTDurand 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

1 00  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Atm:  Arthur  Pugsley,  MEPA  Unit 

John  C.  Silva,  Manager 
Envircnmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE-600 
New  England  Region 
1 2  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 

EOEA  #10458 

Dear  Sirs: 

concur  wUh  the  fin'd.ngs  a^d"  IS  t  itX^rp'et^^^^^^^^         "'""'"^  ^= 
strategy  for  reducing  aircraft  delay  at  Loean  Air3    Ti     r      .  "  "°'  ^  ^PPropnate 

consideratton.  "'^refore  should  be  eliminated  from  further 

implemented,  would  ore"  Hseveretodrn     'T'  '°  ''."^^^  ''^^  ""^""^  ^^'"8.  CO  ^ 

wot:ld  increase  automobl  ^e^' °e"codrdT' "  ^Z-  ^"  ^'^"^^  ^^.I 

Bounie  and  Sagamore  Bridges  on  R™,!!  -!  7h  o      ^  ,  ^"'''"^  to  the  congestion  at  the 

Cape,  the  potential  loss  of  air  ca?^efse"ice  bv  C°a^  'a  '     ^'^'T  r'?  °f  "he  Outer 

threaten  the  health  and  safety  ofeidenTs  hv  1  ^  P^"""  ^^"8  """W 

forcing  ambulances  to  dn  e^up  ^^tu/al   To' cl?r '^^^^  ""^^  ^'^ 

Boston.  '°  *^^P^  '=°<'  "°^P»»'  ^d  two  and  one  half  hours  to 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  report. 

Very  truly  yours. 


Beverly  QT  Singleton, 
Orleans  Board  of  Selectmen 


airman 
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Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  52 
Town  of  Orleans 
Beverly  G.  Singleton,  Chairman 


Code     Topic  1 

52.1  Alternatives 


Topic  2  Comment 

Peak  Period  We  concur  with  the  findings  and  conclusions  in  the  report 
Pricing  that  Peak  Period  Pricing  is  not  an  appropriate  strategy  for 

reducing  aircraft  delay  at  Logan  Airport  and  therefore 
should  be  eliminated  from  further  consideration.  The 
economic  and  environmental  well  being  of  Cape  Cod's 
residents  and  businesses  depends  on  continued  safe  and 
efficient  air  transportation  access  to  Logan.  Peak  Period 
Pncing,  if  implemented,  would  create  a  severe  hardship 
on  airlines  such  as  Cape  Air  that  use  small  aircraft... [F]or 
the  communities  of  the  Outer  Cape,  the  potential  loss  of 
air  carrier  service  by  Cape  Air  as  a  result  of  Peak  Penod 
Pricing  would  threaten  the  health  and  safety  of  residents 
by  eliminating  medical  care  flight  service  that  many  rely 
on,  forcing  ambulances  to  drive  up  to  an  hour  away  to 
Cape  Cod  Hospital  and  two  and  one  half  hours  to  Boston. 


Response 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  air  transport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  service  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  matenal  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  sen/ed  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

A  conceptual  exemption  program  designed  to  protect 
sen/ices  to  small  communities  most  reliant  on  Boston  for 
access  to  the  national  airtransport  system  is  descnbed  in 
Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  52:  Town  of  Orleans,  Beverly  G.  Singleton,  Chairman 


1 1 


Town  HaJI,  260  Commercial  Street 
Provincetown,  Massachusetts  02657" 
Facsimile  (508)  487-9560 
Telephone  (508)  487-7000 


April  21, 1999 


BY  FACSIMILE  AND  CERTIFIED  MAIL 

LETTER  53 

Secretary  Robert  Durand 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20^^  floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

ATIN:  Arthur  Pugsley,  MEPA  Unit 
EOEA  #10458 

Mr.  John  C  Silva,  Manager 
Environmental  Programs 
Airports  Division,  ANE-600 
New  England  Region 
12  New  England  Executive  park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 

Dear  Sirs: 

related  delays  ^^l^  ^^^^^         ^  ^dressing  weather- 

busberFrom^foli!,J!^  f""'''^  that  peak-j^nod  prid^  could  put  Cape  AiJout  of 
airponlir  4VZ^STo,rA^''^P^'- Caf^  Air  opiates  our  ImmidpJ 
Prealpo^teul^r^:^^ 

theheald^andsaf^oTL'-^rrW^i^^^^^^^ 


Page  2 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Cc      Board  of  Selectmen 

Provincetown  Airpon  Commission 
Cape  Air  c/o  Mr.  Dan  Wolf 
State  Senator  Henri  Rauschenbach 
State  Representative  Shirley  Gomes 
Governor  A.  Paul  Cellucci 
Congressman  William  Delahunt 
Senator  Edward  M.  Kennedy 
Senator  John  Kerry 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Draft  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  53 
Town  of  Provincetown 
Keith  A.  Bergman,  Town  Manager 


Code     Topic  1 


Topic  2 


Comment 


53.1 


Alternatives 


Peak  Period 
Pncing 


...Provincetown  wishes  strongly  to  oppose  any  inclusion 
of  peak  period  pricing  in  Alternative  1 A  or  othenwise.  As 
we  have  long  said,  peak  period  pricing  could  seriously— 
perhaps  fatally— undermine  the  economic  viability  of 
Provincetown  Municipal  Airport... the  loss  of  our  airport 
would  fundamentally  threaten  the  health  and  safety  of  our 
residents. 


Response 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  airtransport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  service  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  served  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

A  conceptual  exemption  program  designed  to  protect 
sen/ices  to  small  communities  most  reliant  on  Boston  for 
access  to  the  national  air  transport  system  is  described  in 
Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  53:  Town  of  Provincetown,  Keith  A.  Bergman,  Town  Manager 


To 


wn    of  Provin 

The  Fint  Landing  PUce  of  the  POgrinu 


c  e  t  0  w  n 


MASSACHUSETTS 


AIRPOR  T  COMMISSION 


PROVlNCnOWN  MUNiaPAL  AIRPORT 
Race  Point  Road.  P.O.  Box  657 
Provinatown.  MA  02657 


LETTER  54 


April  21,  1999 


Secretary  Robert  Durand 

^r^^'r^'K^^.^^^''^        Environmental  Affairs 

X00  Cambridge  Street.   22th  Floor 

Boston,   Ma.  02202 

ATTN:   Arthur  Pugsley,   MEPA  Unit 

EOEA  #10458 


Mr  John  Silva,  Manager 

Environmental  Programs 

FAA  Airports  Division , ANE-600 

New  England  Region 

12  New  England  Executive  Park 

Burlington.  Ma.  01803 


Re:   Logan  Airport  Airside  Improvements 


Dear  Sirs: 


f„n  '^^t  ^^°vi^cetown  Airport  Commission  is  puttina  our 

un  direc^ioL?'"''"  Pro^ose<i  construction  of  the  ' 

?hif  it^™  ?2  f  ""T?^  International  Airport 

w."ther  tlltll  ^"'^        especially  l.^ortant  durLg 


54.1 


7ou;n    o/   Pr  ovtncetown 


The  Fint  Landing  Place  of  the  Pilgnmi 


AIRPOR  T  COMMISSION 


MASSACHUSETTS 

PROVlNCnOWN  MUNiaPAL  AIRPORT 
Race  Point  Road.  P.O.  Box  657 
Pmvincetown.  MA  02657 


Leonard  Alberts 

Provincetown  Municipal  Airport 
Commission  Chairman 


Cc.    Provincetown  Board  of  Selectmen 

Provincetown  Town  Manager,   Keith  Bergman 

Cape  Air  c/o  Mr  Dan  Wolf 

State  Senator  Henri  Rauchenbach 

State  Representive  Shirley  Gomes 

Governor  A.   Paul  Cellucci 

Congressman  William  Delahunt 

Senator  Edward  Kennedy 

Senator  John  Kerry 


Logan  Airside  Improvements  Planning  Project 


Supplemental  Drar  EIS/Final  EIR 


Letter  54 
Town  of  Provincetown, 
Municipal  Airport  Commission 
Leonard  Alberts,  Chairman 


Code 


54.1 


Topic  1 

Alternatives 


Topic  2 

Peak  Period 
Pricing 


Comment 


The  Provincetown  Airport  Commission  is  putting  our  full 
support  behind  the  proposed  constmction  of  the 
unidirectional  Runway  14/32  at  Logan  International 
Airport. ..The  Provincetown  Airport  Commission  also 
wants  to  be  put  on  record  that  we  strongly  oppose  any 
inclusion  of  Peak  Period  Pricing  in  Alternative  1A  of  the 
Logan  DEIR/IS  and  any  other  Peak  Penod  Pricing 
information  or  planning  in  the  future.  We  believe  Peak 
Penod  Pricing  would  devastate  the  Provincetown 
Municipal  Airport  and  very  possibly  dnve  our  only 
commuter  air  carrier  (Cape  Air)  out  of  the  Provincetown 
martlet  or  even  out  of  business. 


Response 

Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR  provides  an 
analysis  of  a  PPP  Exemption  Program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  that  are  most  reliant  on  Boston 
(Logan  Airport)  for  access  to  the  national  airtransport 
system.  The  analysis  examines  the  impact  that  an  exemption 
program  would  have  on  the  delay  reduction  benefits 
associated  with  PPP.  It  concludes  that  an  essential  level  of 
air  service  in  the  peak  period  can  be  exempted  from  the  peak 
period  surcharge  without  a  material  impact  on  the  delay 
reduction  benefits.  This  exemption  program  includes  all  the 
Cape  Cod  communities  currently  served  by  Logan  Airport,  as 
well  as  other  small  communities  in  New  England. 

A  conceptual  exemption  program  designed  to  protect 
services  to  small  communities  most  reliant  on  Boston  for 
access  to  the  national  air  transport  system  is  described  in 
Section  4.5  of  the  Supplemental  DEIS/FEIR. 


Letter  54:  Town  of  Provincetown,  Municipal  Airport  Commission,  Leonard  Alberts,  Chairman 


I 


(I 


J 


